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A NOTE ON KEY TERMS 
The term ‘public housing’ and the term ‘social housing’ are used 
interchangeably in this thesis. This is the case because there has 
been a discursive shift in both policy and housing literature 
regarding these terms. While my preference is for the term public 
housing (because of the use of social as part of an incremental neo-
liberalism – see 4.4.2), I have nevertheless used the term social in 
some instances because of the context in which the term arises and 
because it now holds a common use in both literature and policy 
settings. 
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ABSTRACT 
Public-housing1 tenants are regularly presented as being flawed or failed economic 
citizens (Bauman, 1998). This perceived deficiency is primarily constructed around 
the expectation that citizens’ economic obligations are best served through acquiring 
and maintaining paid employment and private housing. Such perspectives on the 
‘shortcomings’ of public-housing tenants are illustrated through the agendas of 
various tenant-participation programs that have been created in numerous national 
contexts, including Australia. This study critically engages with and challenges this 
neoliberal construction of Australian public-housing tenants by juxtaposing it against 
a pre-market perspective. This alternative perspective asserts that unpaid 
collaboration on common land is the primary participation obligation of 
economically responsible citizens. To theoretically frame this critical inquiry, 
governmentality theory—where a contextual understanding of knowledge (and how 
knowledge is enlisted to affirm status-quo power)—helped to frame the participation 
juxtaposition at the heart of the study.  
This critical approach informed the study’s aims, which are: 
1) to explore the extent to which market notions of participation and housing are 
manifest in state-sponsored tenant participation programs and the effect of 
these programs on resident participation subjectivities (feelings, perspectives, 
hopes and fears) 
2) to examine the extent to which alternative participation processes (through an 
innovative participation process called ‘Village’) could produce new tenant 
participation subjectivities. 
These aims are addressed using data collected through a series of interviews with 
tenants living in a public (became ‘social’ housing in 2010 when management was 
passed to an NGO) housing complex in the Blue Mountains, Australia. All 
participants had some experience with both state-sponsored conventional tenant 
                                                 
1 Since the emergence of private management of public housing, the term ‘social’ housing (as opposed to ‘public’ 
housing) has become the commonly used term – under which both privately and publicly managed affordable 
rental housing sits. As discussed in 4.4.2, this shift is part of an incremental neoliberalisation. Within this thesis 
there is reference to both these terms related to the context in which they appear. Within this thesis there is a 
preference for the term public but the term social also appears related to the context in which the term is used. 
xiv 
 
participation processes and with the alternative participation process called Village, 
that provided a counterpoint of unpaid collaboration on public land. The research 
established that participants’ subjectivities are structurally positioned as dependent 
through state-sponsored forms of tenant-participation programs. Such programs were 
found to be less about helping residents ‘find a voice’ and achieve vital community 
development goals, and more about capacity-building tenants with the skills and 
subjectivities required for their ultimate integration into paid-work   and private 
housing. Juxtaposed to the above state-sponsored tenant-participation subjectivities, 
Village as a process accepts the economic validity of unpaid collaboration on public 
land. In doing so, the research found that Village’s unique process was able to better 
validate residents because it was a process that, far from trying to condition them into 
market subjectivities, accepted their public tenure and facilitated informal, non-
specialised and convenient collaboration on singular issues specific to residents' 
interests. Furthermore, it was found that this approach to tenant participation helped 
to facilitate new and more empowered participatory subjectivities.  
This thesis argues that dependency subjectivities emerge as both a defense and a 
necessity by people who find themselves alienated by market constructions of 
economic citizenship. As evidenced by its trial of Village, the study further argues 
that if governing bodies validated unpaid collaboration for those in social housing 
they could begin to support an alternative to these dependent subjectivities. Further 
reforms to wider policy-settings governing social-housing tenants are crucial for 
building on these finding and enabling the positive subjectivities that emerge when 
unpaid tenant participation is validated and authorised.  
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CHAPTER 1 THESIS INTRODUCTION 
1.1 Introduction  
Alongside the emergence of the doctrine of empowerment2 (Perkins et al., 1995), 
public-tenant participation became a strong theme in public housing in Australia in 
the1980s. In tenant-participation programs, housing professionals have sought to 
empower public-housing residents by encouraging them to participate in the 
management of their housing—by attending forums or meetings or in some cases 
becoming semi-housing professionals by committing to formal and specialised roles 
in housing management committees (Wood, 2003; McKee, 2008; Housing NSW, 
2010; Wentworth Community Housing, 20163). 
Despite this underlying theme of empowerment, many studies reveal that public 
residents have largely felt shut out, shut down and intimidated by this particular 
governance participation approach (McKee, 2007; McKee, 2008; McKee & Cooper, 
2008; Simmons & Birchall, 2007; Paddison et al., 2008). As both Australian-based 
and international studies demonstrate, non-participation has been the overwhelming 
result (Randolph & Judd, 2000; Shelter, 2003; Wood, 2003). Given the widely-held 
stigmatization of public-housing tenants (Birdsall-Jones, 2012; Atkinson & Jacobs, 
2008) and the uncritical perception that tenant participation is inherently a good thing 
(Riseborough, 1998), it is perhaps little wonder that the blame for non-participation 
is placed on residents themselves in policy discourse (Randolph and Judd, 2000; 
Wood, 2003; Paddison et al., 2008). The result of this problematisation of residents is 
that it is used as further evidence of a broader welfare dependency phenomenon—a 
wide ranging neoliberal policy narrative that is being deployed to denounce and 
incrementally dismantle the welfare state (Somers & Block, 2005).  
                                                 
2 Cornwall defines empowerment as ‘processes that help marginalized people to recognize and exercise their 
agency’ (2004, p.77) (also Rowlands, 1997 and Friedmann, 1992). 
3 Wentworth Community Housing Policy manual section 5 – ‘Tenant participation’   5.4 Participation in decision-
making 5.4.1 Wentworth will ensure that tenants have a number of opportunities in which to participate in 
decision-making within the organisation. These include, but are not limited to:  becoming a member of the 
Tenant Engagement Advisory Members (TEAM)  becoming a member on the Board of Management;   
attending specific Tenant Issue meetings;   attending tenant information meetings. 
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This thesis introduces an alternative participation perspective to explore the 
phenomenon of resident non-participation in tenant-participation programs. At its 
heart, this thesis is a critical form of inquiry because it recognises that knowledge, 
even what we assume as common-sense knowledge, originates within a given 
perspective. In terms of the common-sense knowledge which positions those with 
public tenure and without paid-work, as being inherently dependent, we can say that 
this is ‘knowledge’ that originates from a market perspective—where good economic 
citizens are recognised by their participation in paid-work   and private housing. 
Public residents, as flawed consumers, are positioned as the antithesis of the morally 
superior consumer citizen (Paton et al., 2012). As an exercise in critical 
deconstruction, this thesis explores the way this market perspective has directly 
informed tenant-participation programs in terms of their core agenda and practical 
design. In an age of incremental neoliberalism (see 4.4.3), it is the argument of this 
thesis that tenant-participation programs have increasingly become less about helping 
residents find a voice and achieve vital community development goals, and 
increasingly more about capacity-building them into the sorts of skills and 
subjectivities required for their ultimate integration into paid-work   and private 
housing (Flint, 2002). Even where private housing and paid-work   is seen as being 
beyond reach for these ‘dependent’ citizens, ‘participation as therapy’ is a clear 
theme in the execution of tenant-participation programs (Flint, 2003; Arnstein 1969).   
This thesis presents a contrasting perspective as an alternative basis for tenant 
participation, where good economic citizenship is not constructed around paid-work   
and private housing but around local collaboration on public land. As unfamiliar as 
this alternative perspective might seem, it is born from a social and economic 
perspective that is as old and widespread as human economy itself (Gibson-Graham, 
2010; Bollier, 2014). In the praxiological tradition of critical research, which seeks to 
engage new and innovative processes and practices to engender new knowledge, this 
thesis explores a new participation program (Village) that embodies this alternative 
participation perspective. The thesis explores the potential of this program in a 
public-housing case study, with the premise that a tenant-participation approach that 
accepts public tenure and local unpaid collaboration as key elements of good 
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citizenship has the potential to foster new, and more empowered, participation 
subjectivities in public-housing residents. 
This chapter provides a brief overview of the tenant-participation literature and of the 
literature gap that this research positions itself within. This then leads into the 
thesis’s aims and research methods. The chapter then briefly introduces me as the 
researcher and my positioning in the thesis. The chapter concludes with a brief 
overview of the thesis chapters, explaining the ways in which each of the chapters 
specifically responds to the thesis’s aims.  
 
1.2 The problem with tenant participation 
Research that examines tenant participation can be divided into two broad literature 
groups: policy-oriented literature and critical literature, with critical literature 
traversing both western community development and postcolonial international 
development fields. I will now explore the way in which these literatures 
conceptualise and respond to the wider problem of non-participation in participation 
programs. In so doing, I will be able to identify the gap in knowledge where this 
thesis is situated.  
Corresponding to the broader characterisation of public-housing residents as being 
dependent; as outlined in the introduction, policy-oriented literature largely presents 
a dependency discourse around residents’ decision to ‘opt-out’ of participation 
programs. This literature makes only passing reference to findings related to the 
inadequacies of the participation processes themselves (Randolph & Judd, 2000; 
Wood, 2003; Paddison et al., 2008) and makes no mention of the broader critique of 
participatory development provided by such scholars as Cooke and Kothari (2001) 
and Cornwall (2004) (see Chapter 2). As a consequence of this focus on resident 
dependency, policy-oriented literature emphasises the need to ‘up-skill’ or ‘capacity-
build’ residents into the formal, specialised and hierarchical roles that are typical of 
these state-sponsored governance focused programs. For instance, the first objective 
of the Queensland Department of Communities Housing and Homelessness Services 
(2011) landmark review of tenant participation declared that it would respond to non-
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participation by '…providing opportunities to increase the economic independence 
and self-development of tenants through capacity building activities' (p3). 
In response to this dependency framing of non-participation, there has been a critique 
of tenant-participation programs (and the broader empowerment project) by scholars 
such as McKee (2008), Flint (2003), Cruikshank (1996, 1999) and Dodson (2007). 
These scholars help to re-politicise tenant participation by pointing out that the 
outwardly progressive policy agendas of participation and empowerment, and their 
social policy expressions such as tenant participation, are not just passive or neutral 
ways of helping residents participate and find a voice, but rather they are ways of 
conditioning residents into very particular market subjectivities, and ultimate market 
participation—primarily paid employment and private housing. In this way, these 
critical scholars are unmasking a market-oriented perspective that underlies, informs 
and ultimately defines state-sponsored participation programs. In short, they re-
politicise tenant participation by pointing to the ways in which such ‘empowerment’ 
programs serve as a way of regulating or conditioning human conduct towards 
particular political ends.  
From this critical vantage point, it is of little surprise that tenant-participation 
processes necessarily involve capacity-building residents into the sorts of specialised 
and formal governance skills and roles that directly mirror the skills and attitudes 
needed for their ultimate integration into market employment. For instance, in 
Queensland’s landmark twenty-year review of its tenant-participation programs, this 
agenda has become overt. The very first objective of this tenant-participation review 
asserts 'The first objective will enable social-housing tenants of working age who are 
not in paid employment to access the skills and support they need to become job-
ready, employed and socially engaged' (Queensland Department of Communities 
Housing and Homelessness Services, 2011, p.3).  
Given such an employment skills agenda, it is perhaps predictable that residents 
would then report obstacles to their involvement with these particular tenant-
participation programs (Wood, 2003; McKee, 2008) and that these obstacles would 
echo those obstacles they have already encountered with market forms of 
participation more generally.  
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It is this insight into the subtle forces underlying social-policy discourses—like 
social inclusion and empowerment—and how they translate into state-sponsored 
programs like tenant participation, that has facilitated the emergence of new critical 
findings around non-participation over the last decade, where explanations for non-
participation are taken beyond the simplistic problematisation of residents as being 
dependent. Key amongst these is McKee’s (2008, 2007) critical research on a council 
housing estate in the UK where she revealed that while residents were willing to 
mobilise around specific issues that they themselves deemed important, this did not 
translate into a desire to be involved in complex, inconvenient and demanding 
governance processes. McKee’s qualitative research demonstrated that, just because 
a resident wanted a say about a specific issue like the colour of their house, it by no 
means necessarily followed that they desired to be involved in complicated, time-
consuming and often inconvenient and boring governance processes. What’s more, 
tenant participation processes typically involved an array of agendas, and these 
agendas were often determined by housing authorities and not residents.  
As a counterpoint to policy-oriented literature, critical tenant-participation literature 
like McKee’s takes a step back from the assumption that these processes are 
inherently ‘a good thing’, and, through qualitative engagement with residents, begins 
to identify reasons why residents are regularly choosing to opt-out. These critical 
findings and the consequent call for more appropriate engagement processes that are 
consistent with local and grass-roots interests are also clearly echoed in Australian 
policy-oriented studies. In these studies, despite an underlying theme of resident 
dependency there is also a recognition of the need for processes that build on resident 
and community characteristics, such as informality and convenience (Wood, 2003; 
Randolph & Judd, 2000). Unfortunately, these recognitions are understated in this 
policy-oriented literature, and ultimately pushed aside by a dependency narrative and 
an overwhelming emphasis on capacity-building residents into complex governance 
processes, as part of a broader responsibilisation agenda.  
This critical analysis of tenant participation within the field of community or urban 
development, is backgrounded in this thesis by a broader review of participatory 
development found in contemporary postcolonial literature. The seminal work of 
Cooke & Kothari (2001) offers a broad critique of participatory processes in 
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international development and argues that the popular rhetoric of participation, which 
promises community empowerment, has in many instances masked and even 
facilitated the rolling out of neoliberal development agendas (see Chapter 2). This 
analysis points to the way in which concepts like participation and empowerment 
have become synonymous with market-oriented or neoliberal notions of 
development. As such, Cooke and Kothari (2001) and Cornwall (2004) position 
participation as a political project, operating as a key strategy of neoliberalism.  
It is apparent that the policy and research narrative, both in terms of local community 
or urban development and international development, has increasingly become less 
about responding to the particular participation needs and characteristic of local 
communities (such as the need for casual, convenient and issue-based participation), 
and increasingly more about conditioning those communities into neoliberal 
subjectivities and agendas. To the extent that this market-oriented approach 
continues to alienate residents (and ignores the need for more community-centred 
processes), and to the extent that it continues to reinforce a dependency 
problematisation of residents who opt-out, this policy approach can be said to be 
consistent with a neoliberal colonisation of participation. 
 
1.3 Literature gap and my research focus 
Critical tenant-participation research (and critical participation literature more 
generally) has largely been focused on the way tenant-participation processes have 
operated as instruments of a broader neoliberal agenda, and how public-housing 
resident dependency participation subjectivities are a product of this context. 
However, critical social research is about much more than critiquing social 
structures; it also seeks to challenge status-quo knowledge—this being part of a long 
tradition of both criticism and political activism (Coser, 1988). Critical research not 
only identifies the entwinement of prevailing knowledge systems within dominant 
social structures, it also pursues new knowledge by provoking and engaging with 
new and innovative processes and practices. In this way, critical research is 
inherently praxiological, seeking to open the way to the development of an entirely 
new perspective that challenges and reconfigures power in different ways (Sheppard 
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et al., 2007). Thomas (1993) argues that where research often attempts to describe 
‘what is’, critical approaches are also concerned with ‘what could be’, in order to 
interrupt underlying and unspoken power relationships and inequalities.  
In terms of this reconfiguring of power related to new social practices, a new digital 
age of participation is starting to show promise—where new multidimensional (or 
‘many-to-many’) online platforms are found to foster a new era of street-level 
agency (Weare, 2002). This literature shows (see Chapter 2) how earlier concerns 
about a digital divide (Ewing, et al., 2003; Van Dijk, 2006) are progressively giving 
way to the idea that the Internet is disrupting top-down power structures and that it is 
broadly facilitating new sorts of citizenship rights, duties, opportunities and 
challenges (Isin & Ruppert, 2015). Building on the potential of these 
multidimensional online platforms, and in the praxiological spirit of generating new 
knowledge, this thesis asks whether an online process based on a pre-capitalist 
economic perspective could help empower social-housing residents—who are 
already on public land and who often find themselves shut out of both private forms 
of housing and paid forms of participation. To explore this potential, this study 
focuses on an alternative mode of participation in the form of an online participation 
process called ‘Village’. 
'Village' evolved through the efforts of myself and one other social-housing resident. 
We experienced the need for a process born from a fundamentally different 
perspective, a perspective which sees ‘public’ housing as a basis for cooperative 
economic engagement—and that this use of public land for local collaboration is a 
valid form of economic participation – or a valid act of economic citizenship. 
This thesis builds on contemporary tenant-participation literature by contrasting the 
subjectivities of residents' experiences with conventional market-oriented tenant-
participation processes, with the subjectivities produced by Village. This research 
focus is in response to a gap in knowledge about what form an alternative 
participation process could take, and what sort of participation perspective could 
underpin and drive such an alternative. This study is a contribution to knowledge in 
that it juxtaposes state-sponsored tenant-participation processes with a unique 
process located in a fundamentally alternative participation perspective. 
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1.4 Research aims  
It was in response to my reading of the critical and policy-oriented literature, and the 
gap in critical knowledge that this revealed, that I developed the two broad aims of 
this thesis:  
Aim 1: to explore the extent to which market notions of participation, as they are 
manifest in tenant-participation programs, have had an effect on resident 
participation subjectivities  
Aim 2:  to explore any alternative subjectivities that emerge from a trial of a 
fundamentally different participation process called ‘Village’.  
Within both of these areas of investigation the research will be seeking to 
understand: 
 what engagement issues interest residents 
 how do tenants participate 
 how do they feel and what do they think about their participation 
 are these participatory subjectivities sustainable? 
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1.5 Research design and overview 
This study has two broad stages. As seen in Figure 1.1, Stage One centres on a 
deconstruction of contemporary notions of participation, where I look beneath 
existing participation subjectivities and their relationship to existing capitalist 
processes. Stage Two shifts to a reconstruction of ideas around participation, where 
there is a focus on a new mode of participation (in the form of 'Village') to explore 
new participation subjectivities. As is the case with critical research, both of these 
stages involve a process of praxis, where social structures are understood to have a 
direct bearing on the knowledge produced—contextual knowledge.  
 
Figure 1.1 Two-stage critical research design 
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1.6 Reflexivity and positionality 
To achieve reflexivity Linda McDowell (1992) states that ‘…we must recognise and 
take account of our own position, as well as that of our research participants, and 
write this into our research practice’ (p.409). She encourages researchers to state how 
they came to be focusing on their research, why they chose to do it and for what 
purpose and to declare their political, philosophical and theoretical dispositions. In 
short, McDowell and others are insisting that attempting to position or ‘situate’ 
oneself in research, although problematic in itself (Rose, 1997), is essential to the 
integrity and reliability of the knowledge produced. By briefly exploring how I came 
to this research and the core perspective that motivated it, this next part of the 
introduction chapter is both situating me in the research as well as providing a vital 
context for the study and the particular knowledge it is producing. 
My involvement in this research topic can be traced back to 1998 when I began 
volunteering as part of a sustainable living project called 'Caretakers', later renamed 
'Neigbourhood That Works' (NTW). At that time, Caretakers was an informal group 
of people who were living and working together in private rental share-housing and 
attempting to secure public land as a non-market foundation for housing and local 
cooperative sustainable productivity. The Caretaker perspective drew on pre-market 
or ‘Commons’ approaches to economy, where public land is held in common and 
provides the foundation for non-commercial, local co-operation and productivity (see 
Chapter 3). Underlying this perspective is the notion that land, just like air and water, 
is part of our natural heritage. As such, we believe that people have a birthright to 
land as a basis for building their shelter and growing their food, as well as for other 
forms of local economic collaboration. We also believe that such an alternative 
economic space is increasingly needed to help balance our unsustainable dependence 
on market growth. We see a fundamentally new economic and social opportunity in 
this alternative form of land access. We believe that freeing people from rents and 
mortgages liberates them from a core part of market dependence and means they are 
able to turn their labour to more sustainable local and collaborative forms of 
economic development. 
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Whilst taking up of such rights to land and the responsibilities of local subsistence 
productivity would not be the choice of everyone (or even many), we believe that for 
those who would choose it—or for those who find themselves alienated by the 
market system of land access and work—it should be an option4. Our strategy was to 
have our group members registered on the public-housing waiting list so that the 
provision of public land and housing to our project could draw on this existing public 
land option and not rely on an unlikely state government policy innovation. In this 
early period we designed the project concept, built community membership and won 
in-principle support from a number of key stakeholder organisations such as Housing 
NSW and Mission Australia
5
.  
In 2005 my name came up on the Housing NSW waiting list and so, with my family 
(wife and two children), I moved out of private share-housing and into a public 
housing complex in Hope Street where a NTW colleague had already been given 
tenancy6. Being secure in public housing that does not require being shackled to the 
marketplace to pay the rent or mortgage, meant that my colleague and I had a 
foundation for working locally and co-operatively within the Hope Street housing 
complex in self-help subsistence projects like community food gardens, resource 
sharing and local social events. While we recognised that the thirty-six other 
households in Hope Street did not necessarily share our particular philosophical 
perspective, the overwhelming majority were not employed and we saw the potential 
to invite them into local co-operative activities such as community food gardens and 
group negotiations with housing authorities around aspects of their tenancy.7  
                                                 
4 The practicalities of making such an option workable can now be seen at: www.swichonline.weebly.com  
5 We had support for a presentation of our project called the Community Housing and Employment Co-op or 
CHEC which was designed in compliance with Office of Community Housing project eligibility. 
6 While some may, and have, accused us of taking up valuable housing space where there are far more ‘needy’ 
people we would say this: first we have a right to be somewhere and this right should not dictate that we serve an 
increasingly unsustainable market system (conscientious objection); second, all our efforts were being poured 
into making housing a far more viable space and to reverse the trend of sinking public housing stock. We were 
part of a strategy to open up opportunities for more people. We qualified for public housing because I was not 
doing paid-work. Instead I was volunteering with Caretakers. 
7 While my colleague and I have brought a very particular rationality into this setting, we clearly recognise that 
we are working alongside a range of people who do not necessarily relate to or share that world view (we set up a 
website to be as transparent as possible). However, we feel that the practicality of what we want to do has, in 
reality, a lot of common ground with others’ hopes and aspirations. Residents need to find a voice around 
whatever issue it is that has relevance and meaning to them and it is to this end that Village is dedicated. While I 
have developed a very specific world view, as outlined in this thesis, and while other residents may not 
particularly share that world view, I position myself in what I perceive to be a clear synchronicity of interests 
related to the need for a new resident empowerment process. 
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We thought that such a direction could help free those involved from a welfare or 
dependency context and the stigma that typically goes with it. An opportunity to 
develop as an alternative kind of good citizen, on public land and with local 
collaboration, could be a new way forward for some of us, as it was in many pre-
capitalist societies and is, in fact, still the case in many societies today (Gibson-
Graham, 2010; Bollier, 2014). We believe that without this alternative participation 
option we are left with a narrow market-centric view of citizenship that predicates 
core human rights (such as rights to housing and work) on a presumption that the 
market is the only viable site for realising such rights and fulfilling participation 
responsibilities. Beyond issues of rights, it is also our contention that a socially and 
environmentally productive and sustainable neighbourhood is not only needed by 
marginalised people looking for a way to overcome the welfare/work binary, it can 
also play a significant role in building a critically important neighbourhood culture 
that is largely missing in modern Australia and is a way of balancing many of the 
social and economic negatives or ‘externalities’ of our dependence on growth. If we 
could achieve any success in our small complex, we believed local co-operation on 
public land might come to be seen as non-threatening and increasingly recognised as 
a valid form of social and economic participation for us and other social-housing 
communities.  
It is this perspective on land and local participation that has brought me to this thesis, 
and it is this perspective that has had central and rippling ramifications for how I 
approached it: from research aims and design right through to my relationships with 
residents and my analysis of their interviews. In fact, it is because of this economic 
perspective, which fundamentally contrasts with the contemporary view of economic 
participation, that I have gained a practical appreciation of critical research and how 
a given world-view can inform ‘knowledge’ production. 
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1.6.1 Encountering problems with tenant participation 
It was in our attempts to inspire and involve ourselves and our neighbours in these 
local co-operative activities that my NTW colleague and I began to use tenant-
participation structures and processes. We instigated and involved ourselves in a 
number of resident-based activities, such as community gardens and social events, as 
well as engaging with housing authorities on a variety of tenancy-related matters. We 
soon began to experience these processes as problematic. The inconvenience of face-
to-face meetings and the specialised, hierarchical and formal nature of tenant-
participation governance processes—such as committees and public forums—were 
experienced by us as incompatible with the unspecialised, informal, casual and 
instrumental (or issue-based) nature of resident attempts at local participation and co-
operation. It became apparent to us that simply having a foundation of public 
housing was not enough to free us from the market. The organisational processes 
available to us also seemed to be about specialisation, hierarchy and formality, so we 
felt that we were presented with yet another hurdle to local co-operation and 
productivity. This was a conclusion that was not academic, but came directly from 
our experience of using formal processes. It was only later, when I began a literature 
search as part of my studies, that I discovered very similar issues in the Australian 
and international participation literature.  
To find a process that would support local approaches to participation, we searched 
for methods of community organisation that were co-operative, simple and 
accessible. However, we continually found only complex and hierarchical 
governance models. It was our assessment that in the rare cases where we did see 
formal governance participation models being used by grass roots self-help groups 
like ours, they appeared to be something of a charade, where the vague resemblance 
of formal and specialised roles, such as treasurer, chair and secretary, were acted out 
only to fulfill some legal requirement or to demonstrate some commitment to 
organisation. More often however, what we found were community groups using 
little or no organisation, relying instead on one or two motivated people to drive the 
process. This approach seemed to have a number of problems, such as: leadership 
tensions; lack of participation by some and over dependence on and domination by 
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others. Burnout and project failure, when core members inevitably left, were re-
occurring themes.  
After an exhaustive search and much soul searching, it became clear to us that there 
was a need for a new form of community-centered organisation—a process that did 
not over complicate matters but still provided the basic level of organisation 
necessary for success. It was only later that I discovered that this assessment of 
community-level participation is consistent with the observations and case studies of 
numerous participation practitioners and academics (see Chapter 2). The 
development and trial of a new face-to-face participation process responding to the 
particular needs of residents became the subject of my Honours thesis in 2009 (see 
5.2). One issue that became apparent was the problem with the face-to-face platform 
itself. This platform was inconvenient for setting up venues and organizing times for 
people to attend. It was a highly pressured and contested space, in terms of the very 
limited time people had available to be involved; and it was a space in which some 
felt intimidated and others dominated. We believed that an online version of the 
process would resolve a lot of these problems (see 2.4). This led us to the 
development of the online participation process (Village) employed in this study (see 
9.3). 
This part of the chapter is reflexive in that it traces the steps that brought me to the 
location of this study—a public-housing complex in Hope Street in the lower Blue 
Mountains, west of Sydney. It has explored how I became a resident at Hope Street 
and how I have conceived this particular public-housing location as an expression of 
my right to housing and as a foundation for my collaborative productivity or 
participation—as a site of legitimate housing and legitimate economic participation, 
where I, as a ‘good’ citizen (that is, not flawed or dependent), can reside. This 
section positions me in this research and discloses my political and philosophical 
perspective as an epistemological foundation for the knowledge I produce. 
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1.7  Neo-Liberalism  
Despite both its contested origin and its varied geo-political application, Neo-
liberalism has almost entirely become associated with the resurgence of aggressive 
market liberalism by scholars in a wide variety of social sciences (Boas & Gans-
Morse, 2009). From a very small collection of citations in the 1980s, Neo-liberalism 
is now a dominant concept in scholarly works on political economy and 
development. The use of the term and its association with market liberalism has been 
growing even more rapidly since the impact of the global 2008–09 financial crisis 
and the consequent critique of unregulated markets. Patomäki (2009, p 431) for 
example defines it simply as: “a programme of resolving problems of, and 
developing, human society by means of competitive markets”.  
Despite this common use of the term there is a growing tide of concern that social 
scientists present neo-liberalism in monolithic, normative and linear terms (Peck, 
2010).  Peck  argues that critical analysts use the term  “neo-liberal” as an umbrella 
term despite the fact that  “[c]risply unambiguous, essentialist definitions of 
neoliberalism [sic] have proven to be incredibly elusive” (2010, p.8). An insightful 
analysis of this over-simplification is also found in the work of Wendy Larner 
(2000), who identifies three different interpretations of neo-liberalism–to help us 
illuminate the inconsistencies that predictably characterise neo-liberal political 
projects.  Firstly, Larner conceptualises neo-liberalism in its most common 
conceptualisation–as a policy framework. This interpretation is marked by a 
transition from Keynesian welfarism towards a political agenda related to the free 
operation of markets. According to Larner, five key values exemplify this worldview 
and comprise its intellectual basis: ‘the individual; freedom of choice; market 
security; laissez faire; and minimal government’ (Larner, 2000,  p.5). These are 
values that have been embraced by prevailing international organisers such as the 
World Bank and the IMF. The second approach to Neo-liberalism Larner discusses is 
Neo-liberalism as Ideology. This is a ‘sociological’ approach, where Neo-Marxist 
and socialist-feminist scholars have theorised neo-liberalism. Here we see neo-
liberalism drawn into an analysis of a new ideological hegemony (see for instance 
Hall, 1988). In his seminal scholarship on Thatcherism, Hall characterises this as a 
‘struggle to gain ascendancy over the entire social formation, to achieve positions of 
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leadership in a number of different sites of social life at once, to achieve the 
commanding position on a broad strategic front’(as cited in Larner, 2000 p. 8). Neo-
liberalism as Governmentality is the third and final characterisation of neo-liberalism 
offered by Larner. Here she takes a step from a discussion about ideology to one 
about discourse. In this post-structuralist account, discourse is understood ‘not 
simply as a form of rhetoric disseminated by hegemonic economic and political 
groups, nor as the framework within which people represent their ‘lived experience’, 
but rather as a system of meaning that constitutes institutions, practices and identities 
in contradictory and disjunctive ways’ (2000 p. 10). In this form of neo-liberalism we 
see a useful distinction between government and governance–while neo-liberalism 
may assert the need for contracted government, it does not assert the need for less 
governance. That is, while neo-liberalism might promote individualism, freedom and 
choice–as a panacea to the intractable problems of the state–it nevertheless still 
promotes forms of governance that encourage both individuals and institutions to 
conform to market norms.   
For Larner these three different interpretations of neo-liberalism are not simply an 
academic exercise. Rather, she asserts that these variant understandings of neo-
liberalism can help to shape our readings of neo-liberalism–as well as the scope of 
possible political interventions.  
 
1.7.1  The use of Neo-liberalism in this thesis 
Jamie Peck (2010), in accordance with Larner’s  Neo-liberalism as Governmentality, 
asks us to position our analysis in ‘individuals, institutions, and historical moments’ 
from which neoliberal theories, policies, and practices emerge.  Indeed, for Peck, 
experiences of neo-liberalisation are “embedded” in pre-existing political and 
cultural contexts (p. 29). In this way, rather than treat neo-liberalism as an 
overarching grand narrative that explains social and economic change, Foucauldian 
analysis investigates the changes wrought by neoliberalism through methodologies 
that involve combining an analytics of governmentality with ethnographic methods. 
As such they avoid normative, deterministic and static accounts of social change.  By 
being grounded in the experience of the local, this approach to neo-liberal research 
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links non-liberal rationalities with neoliberal political rationalities—an investigation 
of the ways in which neo-liberal thought and practice can be transformed across time 
and space (Brady, Michelle, and Randy 2016). Despite being more than three 
decades old, this Foucauldian analysis of neo-liberal rationalities remains fresh and 
insightful. 
Qualified by this epistemology, Peck observes that neo-liberal theory has become the 
mainstay of economic thought, and has positioned the way politics and policy are 
enacted. In the same way, Brady, Michelle, and Randy (2016) argue that neo-
liberalism has over the last two decades brought to light relationships between 
apparently disconnected social changes occurring at various locations and on various 
scales.  As such, this thesis engages the concept of neo-liberalism—both as a set of 
ideas as well as a geo-political encounter that manifests and is experienced in a 
unique way at the level of the local. 
 
 
1.8 How participation is used in this thesis 
The term ‘participation’ is employed in a number of ways throughout this thesis. 
Firstly, participation is used in the context of community inclusion in development 
practices (such as in Tenant Participation). Secondly, in accord with a market-centric 
(neo-liberal) construction of participation, this term is used to refer to engagement 
with paid market activities. Finally, the term participation is used in this thesis to 
refer to an alternative notion of economic engagement or citizenship. In this 
alternative notion of participation public land is positioned as the foundation on 
which local and collaborative economic productivity takes place. This final type of 
participation draws on an ancient and enduring heritage related to the almost 
universal use of land commons as a foundation for an indigenous collaborative 
economy (see 3.4). While these three varying uses of the term “participation” are 
made clear in the thesis at the point at which they are used, this brief introduction to 
the term’s varying uses has been devised to help avoid any confusion. 
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1.8.1 Participation as a Form of Community Engagement 
The first use of the term participation in this thesis relates to its use in urban and 
development studies to denote the varying degrees of grass-roots or community 
engagement in development processes. Sherry Arnstein (1969,  p.216) developed a 
standard definition for citizen participation as the “redistribution of power that 
enables the have-not citizens, presently excluded from the political and economic 
processes, to be deliberately included in the future”. Paulo Freire’s (1972) belief that 
underprivileged and often exploited people should be enabled to reflect on their own 
circumstances is a core inspiration for the participatory planning movement. Kurt 
Lewin is considered to be another founding father, by virtue of his efforts to 
overcome ethnic and racial injustices through participatory practices.  
From the citizen viewpoint, participation enables individuals and groups to influence 
agency decisions in a representational manner. In these terms, Arnstein discusses 
eight types of participation in A Ladder of Citizen Participation (1969). Often termed 
as Arnstein's ladder, these are broadly categorized as: 
 Citizen Power: Citizen Control, Delegated Power, Partnership. 
 Tokenism: Placation, Consultation, Informing. 
 Non-participation: Therapy, Manipulation. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1.2  Ladder of citizen participation (Sherry Arnstein, 1969, p.217) 
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Various scholars have since expanded on Arnstein’s ladder of participation (see for 
example Silverman, 2005  and Fung, 2006) to further conceptualise and categorise 
the dynamics and power of those involved. This conception of participation is central 
to the founding intent of tenant participation. This perspective on participation is the 
subject of Chapters Two and Six, where a history of both community participation 
and Tenant Participation is discussed and critiqued in line with a debate about 
participation that occurred in both urban planning and critical development literature. 
 
1.8.2 Neo-liberal Annexation of Participation 
The second use of the term participation in this thesis is related to the way the term is 
used in neo-liberal western society. In this context, participation is used to denote 
involvement in the paid labour market in much the same way as terms like social 
inclusion have also come to be synonymous with an individual gaining a place in 
paid employment. In this thesis it is argued that this has come to represent a 
colonisation of participation in that it is a use of the term that is occurring to the 
exclusion of other forms of economic participation.  In this sense, participation has 
become synonymous with a neo-liberal definition of economic citizenship—as being 
directly centred in market employment and private housing. A wider exploration of 
this colonisation of participation by the market is provided in Chapters Three and 
Four. 
 
1.8.3  An Alternative use of Participation 
The thesis’s third and final use of the term participation relates to my endeavour to 
identify and question the  normative construction of economic participation (see 
1.8.2) and reengage the concept to stake out alternative parameters (Foucault, in 
Rabinow 1991 see also Chapter 5.4). I seek to expand the notion of economic 
citizenship, from paid employment and private housing to unpaid cooperative 
activities on public land.  As part of this endeavour this thesis re-deploys the term 
participation to denote this sort of alternative economic activity. This third use of the 
term corresponds with attempts by such scholars as Gibson-Graham (2010) to 
conceive other economic spaces. This critical re-examining of economic 
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participation is central to the purpose of this thesis and is more fully explored in 
Chapter Three. 
 
1.9 Outline of chapters 
Chapter One began by outlining the problem at the centre of the research. This 
chapter then introducing the literature used in the thesis and identified the gap in the 
literature that this thesis is positioned within. The gap in the literature pointed 
towards the need for new types of participation processes for public-housing 
residents. This statement of the problem and research direction culminates in a 
statement of the research aims, questions and basic research design. As part of 
reflexive practice, I have also used this chapter to position myself in the research. 
Chapter Two outlines the participation literature and the critical theoretical approach 
that guided the research. Participation and Internet literature, as well as a critical 
understanding of knowledge generation as found in governmentality theory, is 
introduced and established as the foundation for how the knowledge in this thesis is 
positioned and produced. 
The third chapter starts by briefly introducing a critical method known as 
‘Historicism’. Far from an objective historic account of an issue, critical 
epistemology positions contextual or historic accounts as being almost entirely 
reliant on the social and political perspective of the researcher. This methodological 
explanation of historicism precedes the context chapters, as part of laying out a 
critical design for the study. The chapter then traces the transition from the oldest 
form of human economy (where people collaborated on commons) to the more 
recent capitalist construction of good market citizenship (where participation is 
situated in paid employment and private housing). By acknowledging this shifting 
account of participation, the thesis illustrates how a changing participation-
perspective has informed changing participation-knowledge, and in turn, the ways in 
which contemporary participation subjectivities have emerged.  
Following this account of the transition from the commons, the fourth chapter 
follows a now dispossessed and criminalised subject into their new state-constructed 
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identity as working-class urban slum dwellers in the post industrial age (the 
proletariat8) and introduces the flawed citizenship discourses of criminality and 
moral deficiency that were used to rationalise their poverty, industrial exploitation, 
and punishment. The chapter then explores the Keynesian inspired concept of 
welfarisation where we find a new post-war discourse related to economic stimulus 
in times of economic crisis: the 'flawed' citizen is now conceived of as needing a 
handout or a hand-up from poverty and into market integration. Finally, the chapter 
explores contemporary neoliberal attempts to withdraw from the welfare state and 
institute a new flawed citizenship discourse related to the dependency, politically 
correct empowerment and social inclusion (or market integration) discourses 
popularised by the New Left in Britain.  
Having established a critical foundation and my particular socio-historic context, 
Chapter Five lays out the research and sampling methodologies used in this study 
followed by the data chapters: Six to Ten. 
In Chapter Six, the socio-historic framing of participation is directly applied to tenant 
participation through an analysis of applicable policy documents. This chapter, along 
with the two context chapters (see Chapters 3 and 4) sets the stage for this thesis by 
positioning my perspective in the creation of the knowledge in this thesis.  
The seventh chapter presents the first round of the results of the research with Hope 
Street residents and the housing authority worker. A thematic analysis of the 
fieldwork data is provided. This chapter is directly responding to the first aim of the 
study, which is to build on a tenant-participation theoretical analysis by exploring the 
participatory subjectivities of the public-housing residents in this particular case 
study.  
The eighth chapter begins addressing the second aim of the thesis, by looking at data 
that demonstrates residents' engagement with an alternative mode of participation 
(the Internet) and the new participation subjectivities that emerge from this radically 
different participation structure.  
                                                 
8 Proletariat is derived from Latin meaning someone without property and whose only wealth is their labour and 
the labour of their children. 
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Chapter Nine begins by describing the way ‘Village’ has picked up on the themes 
begun in Chapter Eight, and how it draws on a non-market perspective and actualises 
that perspective in its design. By exploring themes from the resident data taken after 
the trial of 'Village' at Hope Street, this chapter directly responds to the second aim, 
which is to understand the particular subjectivities produced by 'Village' as an 
alternative participation practice.  
Chapter Ten, the final data-analysis chapter, explores themes related to the broader 
structural realities sustaining dependency subjectivities in this case study. The 
thesis’s critical lens is used to explore the reasons why residents, despite 'Village', 
continued to opt-out of participation, and why dependency subjectivities endured.  
Chapter Eleven concludes this thesis by summing up the research findings, making 
some key recommendations and reflecting on the implications of these finding and 
the broader social value of the research. 
 
1.10 Conclusion 
As outlined in this chapter a major, if not central, theme in many of the Australian 
and international studies on tenant participation is one of poor participation rates by 
social-housing residents. Despite references in the tenant-participation literature to 
the need for fundamentally different processes, most of this research typically points 
to a lack of appropriate skills, disadvantage and dependency as the main problem. As 
a response, this literature typically focuses on up-skilling residents into complex 
governance roles. A critical review of tenant participation offers a different 
perspective, where it is observed that the formal and specialised processes (such as 
forums and committees) of these programs are experienced as alienating by many 
residents. At an even more fundamental level, many critical researchers attribute the 
problem of program failure to governments’ attempts to engender responsibilisation 
and to a neoliberal agenda that ultimately seeks to integrate subjects into the 
processes and subjectivities associated with the market (Flint, 2002; Flint, 2003; 
Flint, 2004b; Flint, 2004a; Flint, 2006; Hackworth, 2005; Posner, 2012). This critical 
research has helped facilitate resident voices on their decision to opt-out of tenant-
participation programs—as can be seen in the work of McKee (2008). Whether from 
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a policy-oriented or critically informed perspective, the literature on tenant 
participation points to the failure of tenant-participation governance processes to 
engage residents, and to the need for new, more accessible and more resident-
centered approaches to participation. This is a perspective that corresponds with my 
own experience of tenant participation as a public housing resident. 
It is this perspective that led to this research project’s two core aims. First, to explore 
the extent to which this market perspective on participation has had an effect on 
resident-participation subjectivities. Second, to examine the extent to which an 
alternative participation perspective (one that validates and authorises local 
collaboration on public land) could produce new tenant-participation subjectivities. 
Chapter Two presents the literature and critical theory that provides the foundation 
for this thesis. 
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CHAPTER 2 PARTICIPATION, GOVERNMENTALITY 
AND THE INTERNET  
2.1 Introduction  
The first half of this chapter provides a review of the literature related to 
participation to situate tenant-participation programs in a scholarly context. Drawing 
particularly on the seminal postcolonial participation critique of Cook and Kothari 
(2001), the chapter shows that participation processes can be problematic in practice. 
Community development participation practice, and the very architecture of 
participatory spaces themselves, can be employed in such a way as to ignore the 
complexities of power and power relations. This can have the effect of alienating 
people within these conventional participation processes.  
In response to calls from Cooke and Kotharis (also Cornwall 2004) for praxiological 
experimentation with new participatory spaces, the chapter then explores the 
possibilities of the new digital age of communication (Polat, 2005; Isin 2013; 
Vuolteenaho et al., 2015). This digital age is already beginning to disrupt and 
rebalance power inequalities in participation activities, by providing accessible, 
affordable and convenient ways of initiating networking forums and 
multidimensional (or many-to-many) participation platforms (Weare, 2002; Polat, 
2005). This exploration of online participation introduces the web-based method 
employed in my research. 
The second half of the chapter introduces the theoretical framework that underpins 
the analysis of tenant participation employed in this thesis. Michel Foucault’s 
governmentality theory provides a framework in which the participation perspective 
and the dynamics of power and knowledge developed in this thesis can be theorised. 
Central to this theorisation is the notion that participation, and the spaces within 
which participation operates, are not passive or neutral but serve as instruments or 
‘technologies' of the neoliberal state—a state which is operating within the 
boundaries of a particular perspective: what Foucault terms ‘rationality’. This 
theorisation is a framework for the participation counter-narrative that sits at the 
heart of this thesis. In this counter-narrative, market constructions of participation are 
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juxtaposed with a fundamentally different participation perspective—where 
responsible subjects are not exclusively found in private housing and paid-work, but 
also participating through unpaid local collaboration on land commons. It is this 
alternative participation rationality, and the way it could be facilitated by 
multidimensional (many-to-many) participation spaces, that this thesis explores in 
terms of the production of new participation subjectivities. 
 
2.2 The rise of participatory development 
After World War Two (WWII), western market-oriented forms of development 
rapidly advanced across the world. This development occurred in an atmosphere of 
heightened optimism related to modernity—the belief that becoming more 
industrialised and western, even if at high environmental and cultural costs to 
postcolonial populations, was unquestionably progress (Mohan, 2008; Christens & 
Speer, 2006). The 1970s saw a postcolonial critique of this unqualified form of 
modernist development. It was pointed out that this development represented a 
continuation of the hegemony of past colonial forms of development, in that it 
remained top-down and largely controlled by middle-aged white (western) male 
‘experts’, thus excluding local populations. This postcolonial critique called for 
bottom-up or grass-roots participation (Chambers, 1997). Drawing on emerging 
participation insights such as those by Freire (1972), proponents of participatory 
development argued that if local populations were included in the development 
process, those developments would be more democratic, effective, sustainable and 
empowering (Cornwall, 2000). 
By incorporating power sharing in the research and planning phases of 
developments, it was believed that a balance of power between development 
professionals and local people could be achieved, in an environment of radical social, 
economic and environmental changes which were a direct consequence of western 
modes of development. While this postcolonial notion of participatory development 
was initially radical and highly critical of modernist development, it was quickly 
adopted as a mainstream practice in international development by the World Bank, 
and began to be employed by a variety of development agencies. By virtue of their 
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adoption of the language and mechanisms of participatory development, these 
development agencies now position themselves as being more socially and 
environmentally responsible in their development practice (Mohan, 2008). 
 
2.3 Critiques of participation 
By the turn of the twenty-first century, with the widespread adoption of participatory 
development, serious concerns arose about the degree to which these participatory 
methods were fulfilling the power-balancing and empowerment goals discussed by 
the original proponents of postcolonial participatory development. This began a new 
wave of postcolonial critique which centered around the fact that western market-
forms of development were accelerating unabated and in unprecedented ways and 
that local populations seemed to be ‘…increasingly wary of being involved’ with 
participatory processes (Beresford, 2002, p.267). Development agencies appeared to 
be implementing participatory practices in ways that served their own market 
development agendas.  
These concerns about participation are most notably advanced in the work of Cooke 
and Kothari (2001) who challenge the prevalent belief that participation, and the 
western market-oriented development assumption that underlies it, is necessarily a 
good thing. Their edited collection Participation—The New Tyranny? provides a 
critical analyses of participation supported by detailed descriptions of development 
fieldwork. Cooke and Kothari’s critique highlights the ways in which participation in 
practice is falling far short of the bottom-up and inclusive ideal on which 
participatory development is based. In a reflection on their analysis Ferreday and 
Hodgson (2008) state 
…without reflexivity on the processes of participation enacted, it is easy to find 
examples of participation that are for some participants anything but emancipatory and 
are, however unintended, experienced as an unjust/unfair exercise of domination and 
power (p.641). 
It is the way that this non-reflexive approach to participation has served to 
depoliticise development that so alarmed Cooke and Kothari (2001), in that they see 
it as creating an environment in which the underlying neoliberal worldview is not 
called into question. In this context, Williams argues that '… participatory 
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development becomes more than ineffective; it masks colonisation by depoliticizing 
development—lending it a socially responsible face' (as cited Hickey & Mohan, 
2004, p.103). 
As such, it is the repoliticisation of participation that is central to the arguments of 
Cooke and Kothari and many other such postcolonial observers of participatory 
development. To achieve this repoliticisation, Cooke and Kothari’s (2001) work 
identifies distinct types of tyranny that participation practice facilitates; defining 
tyranny as ‘the illegitimate and/or unjust exercise of power’ (2001, p.7-8). They 
identify three forms this tyranny can take. Firstly, they cite ‘tyranny of control and 
decision making’, where tokenistic inclusion of locals is employed to legitimise top-
down typically market-oriented development agendas. Secondly, they discuss 
‘tyranny of the group’, where participatory practices leverage and even reinforce 
local power inequalities and the interests of group elites. Thirdly, they discuss 
‘tyranny of method’, where participatory processes themselves alienate marginalised 
voices and reinforce power imbalances. This third tyranny is developed in the 
insights of Cornwall (2004), who describes the ways in which conventional 
participation spaces often operate as mechanisms that both silence marginalised 
voices and enable the agenda of the most powerful to play out. As a broader 
framework for reviewing and analysing the problems of participation—as it relates to 
community development in the west and tenant participation specifically—the next 
part of the chapter will briefly explore each of these tyrannies. 
 
2.3.1 Tyranny of control and decision making 
The first of these tyrannies— ‘the tyranny of control and decision making’—refers to 
the way participatory processes facilitate the dominance of a western capitalist 
development agenda as it manifests in development agencies. Cooke and Kothari’s 
(2001) edited work pulls together numerous development case studies that illustrate 
the way in which, despite participatory rhetoric related to empowerment and shared 
decision making, the status quo of top-down planning is not being challenged or even 
qualified in any real or meaningful way. This analysis reveals that the involvement of 
local people is primarily being undertaken to lend community-level endorsement to 
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centralised decisions that have already been made by top-down development 
agencies.  
According to Eversole (2010), this particular ‘tyranny of control and decision 
making’ can be traced to the very beginnings of participatory development’s 
adoption by the World Bank in the early 1990s, when, in negotiations with the World 
Bank, social scientist Michael Cernea (1991) was advising that they put more focus 
on the role of people in the development process. Eversole (2010) outlines how, in 
relating his position to the World Bank, Cernea’s arguments shifted from recognising 
that ‘…the core of any development process is its actors’ to repositioning this 
perspective, ‘recognising the centrality of people in projects’ (Cernea, 1991; as cited 
in Eversole, 2010, p.31). This positioned locals’ role in development only in terms of 
their role in institutionalised development interventions. The result has been that it is 
primarily institutional forms of participation—which draw on the opinions of 
relevant stakeholders, but only as a tool to achieve pre-established or centralised 
goals—that are enacted by the vast majority of development agencies9. This method 
can be contrasted to a form of participation that draws on a social movement 
perspective, which defines participation as ‘…the mobilisation of people to eliminate 
unjust hierarchies of knowledge, power, and economic distribution.’ (Tufte & 
Mefalopulos, 2009, p.4)
10
. 
In this regard Cornwall (2004) argues that 
… the primary emphasis of institutions like the World Bank, seems to be on relocating 
the poor within the prevailing development order: bringing them in, finding them a 
place, lending them opportunities, inviting them to participate… (p.78). 
There is a central problem with this approach: it embeds a colonising and non-
participatory assumption that modern market development is unquestionably good, 
and that the only way forward can be facilitated by development agencies, moving 
from ‘us’ to ‘them’. This assumption permeates development organisations from the 
World Bank to small local NGOs. In this model, participation is one sided and 
                                                 
9 The Institutional Perspective is defined as ‘the reach and inclusion of inputs by relevant groups in the design 
and implementation of a development project’ (Tufte and Mefalopulos, 2009, p.4).  
10 The Social Movement Perspective establishes itself in ‘the notion of ‘empowerment’, or the method by which 
people are able to ‘handle challenges’ and ‘influence the direction of their own lives’ (Tufte and Mefalopulos, 
2009, p.4). Such empowerment participation is when ‘primary stakeholders are capable and willing to initiate the 
process and take part in the analysis’ (Tufte and Mefalopulos, 2009, p.7). 
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becomes tokenistic
11
 at best, simply serving an outside and top-down development 
agenda by turning participation into a commodity that organisations use to advance 
their market-oriented objectives and corporate social image. In the extreme, Cooke 
and Kothari’s (2001) case studies demonstrate the ways in which locals, who hold 
strategic positions of power within their communities, learn how to benefit from 
these preordained development agendas for short-term, local and even personal 
gains—gains which often come in the form of financial compensation and 
employment opportunities through a '…complex dialectic between outsiders and 
locals or staff and villagers where both negotiate to fit local payoffs that match 
external agendas.' (Christens & Speer, 2006, p.11). Unsurprisingly, this 
manifestation of participation has proved to be highly cost-effective and expediently 
compatible with the central planning goals of multinational agencies (Cooke and 
Kothari, 2001). In this way, the first tyranny described by Cooke and Kothari (2001) 
shows how ‘participation’ can simply serve to disguise business as usual. Cornwall 
(2008) observes  
Consultation is widely used, north and south, as a means of legitimating already-taken 
decisions. Thus, while participatory processes may willingly seek community input or 
opinions, few give weight to community or situated knowledge (p.270). 
In this way, within its formally recognised forms 
…participatory development appears to be wholly compatible with a liberalisation 
agenda, able to marshal poor people's voices in support for the World Bank's policy 
prescriptions (Williams, 2004, p.92). 
In essence, these critics are arguing that participatory methods are engaging 
communities in the practice of transforming into subjects of modernisation (Henkel 
& Stirrat, 2001). In this context Majid Rahnema (1992) uses the Trojan Horse 
metaphor for participation, where it is simply used to infiltrate communities to 
legitimise already established development agendas.  
In response to this critique of participation, Vincent (2004) asks 
But why would people resist, rather than collude with modernisation? After all, in many 
cases the locals have been active participants in the state, in capitalism and in modernity 
(p111). 
                                                 
11 Tokenism is when development agencies ‘hand pick’ local voices to ‘rubber stamp’ projects to enhance their 
image. 
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While many locals may indeed seek to ‘collude’ with modernisation, postcolonial 
scholars like Cooke and Kothari position this form of western development as being 
akin to colonisation because, without more meaningful participation, it is the only 
development story available. In this regard, in his work in the developing world, 
Escobar (as cited in Sheppard, 2007) makes reference to a 
… dominant western development discourse [and the way that people are] ill-equipped 
to think outside this presumed Order of the Truth, and [therefore unable] to reject a 
vision of the ‘good society’ emanating from the West (p.103). 
Broadly, Cooke and Kothari’s participation critique is suggesting that no genuine 
process of participation can occur within such an unequal and one-sided development 
story. 
In this regard, post-development scholars such as Gibson-Graham (2006, 2010) and 
Bollier (2014) bring our attention to other economic and social-development stories 
as a counterpoint to market development. In particular, these scholars point to 
development stories related to land commons and collaborative development and 
lament that such economic spaces are totally unrecognised by the World Bank and 
their associated western development agencies. Gibson-Graham (2006) argue that 
use of common land and local subsistence productivity is a form of economic 
participation that has underpinned human settlement for most of the world’s 
economic history, and continues in much of the world today. And that 'Economists 
have rendered non-capitalist economic activity non-credible or non-existent.' 
(Gibson-Graham, 2010, p.227).  
As such, for communities that do not share a modernisation vision of development or 
for those who are excluded from and even exploited by this form of development, 
alternative development stories are silenced. To remedy this and to have integrity, 
participatory development would need to be employed in ways that could 
acknowledge such an alternative social and economic perspective and provide room 
for meaningful and equal engagement.  
In response to this need culturally and geographically situated knowledges
12
 are 
slowly becoming more visible in development studies. Various scholars, such as 
those engaged in the anthropology of development and rural agricultural 
                                                 
12 Also referred to as ‘indigenous’, ‘local’ or ‘community-based knowledge’. 
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development, are beginning to assert the development relevance of local knowledge 
(Chambers, 2014). Cornwall (2004) argues that, 'Empowerment is not the World 
Bank’s ‘inclusion’ in its development agenda—it is residents owning and realising 
their own agenda' (p.103). 
At the centre of this thesis sits an alternative development perspective. This 
perspective serves as a juxtaposition to the development perspective that has 
informed and driven contemporary neoliberal development and participation practice 
in both international and urban/community development practice.  
By locating participation in this alternative perspective, this thesis is directly 
responding to the first tyranny discussed in this critique of participation, which 
makes reference to the colonising implications of the one-sided development story 
that has dominated participatory development in both the ‘undeveloped’ South and 
the ‘developed’ North. This first tyranny of participation, which uses participation 
rhetoric to mask a top-down and one-sided capitalist development agenda, is key to 
this thesis’s critique of tenant participation. To the degree that a tenant-participation 
program positions unemployed public-housing residents as dependent or flawed 
citizens, and consequently seeks to use the program as a form of ‘therapy’ to 
condition (or discipline) residents into the ultimate goal of private housing and paid-
work, it is a program that is operationalising this one-sided development agenda in a 
western urban development context. In this form of participation, ideas like 
empowerment and social inclusion become euphemisms for market citizenship. 
Where people are unable or unwilling to achieve this, dependency and non-
participation becomes their only option (see Chapter 6). 
In response to this one-sided development story, this thesis seeks to recognise and 
include an alternative and long-standing development story: one that validates public 
land use as a foundation for collaborative engagement (see Chapter 3). This 
alternative development story has been almost entirely subverted in the west, and is 
being ignored and increasingly colonised in the developing south. It is the hypothesis 
of this thesis that for public-housing residents, many of whom find themselves 
alienated from capitalist forms of development, the inclusion of this alternative 
development story could provide a new, more accessible perspective to underpin 
their participation. 
32 
 
2.3.2 Tyranny of the group 
The second form of tyranny discussed by Cooke and Kothari (2001) relates to 
inequalities and participatory processes that enforce local inequalities and exclude 
marginalised groups. For instance, in acts of participatory tokenism, as outlined in 
the first type of tyranny, their work demonstrates the ways in which development 
agencies can be found engaging with elite members of a group, thus ignoring and 
inadvertently reinforcing local inequalities related to gender (Mayoux, 1995), class 
and caste (Mohan, 2008). These are dynamics of power which are largely invisible in 
participation literature and are either ignored or leveraged in practice by development 
institutions. For instance, Mayoux (1995) points to the naivety prevalent in 
participatory projects which seek to include women and address their needs '… 
without addressing underlying aspects of gender subordination such as the unequal 
division of reproductive labour, restrictions on female mobility, domestic violence, 
women’s lack of autonomy and so on (p.242). 
Francis et. al. (2001) describes the way in which facilitators of participatory 
processes are usually outsiders who are largely ignorant of the power relationships 
that underpin the processes they seek to promote. In an illustrative example of this 
problem, Williams (2004) relates a ‘participatory’ development case study in Eastern 
India, citing the case study authors as saying that, '… the Project has been less 
successful in targeting the poor than richer families have been in targeting the 
Project' (p.98). 
Whether consciously or not, participatory development agencies can be found 
leveraging and even strengthening local power differentials; feeding a patronage 
system by reinforcing the exclusion of women, the poor and other socially 
marginalised groups. In this way, Cooke and Kothari’s (2001) work demonstrates 
participation processes that are largely reinforcing prevailing power dynamics, and 
screening them behind participation techniques and rhetoric. This insight into 
participation tyranny cautions us against any perspective which sees local knowledge 
as a uniform good. Rather it is argued that '…local knowledge be understood as a 
product of the social relationships which developed it, rather than a fixed commodity 
to be extracted' (Christens & Speer, 2006, p.8) (also Cleaver, et. al., 2001).  
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In this second participatory tyranny, Cooke and Kothari (2001) are suggesting that, 
as it stands, participatory development both disguises repressive structures (related to 
gender, class and so on) operating at the micro or local level and takes focus away 
from wider power dynamics that are at the heart of local development problems.  
Like the first tyranny, this second ‘tyranny of the group’ has a direct bearing on 
community development practice in the west and tenant-participation programs 
specifically. It is well documented that tenant-participation programs can be found 
engaging only a handful of vocal and empowered residents. For instance, McKee’s 
(2008) tenant participation case studies in the UK described '...turnout at organised 
events and responses to consultation exercises as ‘low’, and normally comprising of 
the ‘same old faces’ and hardcore stalwarts' (p.29). 
These ‘same old faces and hardcore stalwarts’ have been used to satisfy the call for 
participation; but the question about the sort of power imbalances this process 
reinforces and who is excluded, remains entirely unresolved by these programs (see 
Chapters 1 and 6). By employing an alternative method as an exercise in research 
praxis, this thesis seeks to find a platform for participation that makes a concerted 
and conscious effort at overcoming local power differentials and methods of 
participation that exclude marginalised groups. 
 
2.3.3 Tyranny of method 
Cooke and Kothari’s (2001) third and final form of tyranny relates to participatory 
processes themselves, and the ways in which their open and public platforms make 
them highly problematic and political. Despite being uncritically endorsed in 
participatory theory, Cooke and Kothari’s (2001) work demonstrates the way that 
these public venues 
… suppress candor, openness and critique. The very openness of deliberations and the 
public venues in which participation unfolds, both of which are celebrated in 
participatory theory, make participatory processes political. (Christens & Speer, 2006, 
p.10) (also Francis et. al., 2001) 
They suggest that individuals can find it very hard, if not impossible, to speak out in 
these public spaces, and even if they do it is often at their own risk. Also, as these 
public spaces are characteristically competitive, contested and intimidating they are 
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often dominated by experts and the loudest voices. Such participation contexts 
facilitate the railroading of marginalised groups as well as local knowledge more 
generally by the dominant development agenda. Such a critique is given by Margaret 
Kohn (as cited in Cornwall, 2004) who suggests that 
…far from providing an arena in which all voices can be equally raised and heard, 
deliberative spaces are discursively constituted in ways that permit only particular 
voices and versions to enter into debate (p.79). 
Despite participation and inclusion rhetoric, these processes are all too often an 
expression of a top-down management paradigm, where a contest of ideas is 
typically won by the most dominant voice and where the agenda of the most 
powerful plays out. Despite the rhetoric of participation, which promotes its forums 
as sites of open and free exchange, the 'invited spaces' of conventional participatory 
processes are clearly permeated with power inequalities (Cornwall, 2004). 
Cornwall's work (2004) is the most developed on this theme, illuminating the 
possibility that participation spaces may themselves operate as subtle and coercive 
mechanisms of power in the way that they physically fortify the agendas of the most 
authoritative, while outwardly appearing collaborative and consultative. Observed 
through the lens of space, Cornwall (2004) invites us into '… thinking of spaces less 
as concrete locales than as sites that are constitutive as well as expressive of power 
relations' (p.98). 
Cornwall (2004) refers to these spaces as being ‘invited spaces’, so much as they 
operate in ways in which ‘participants are constructed by others—and perceive 
themselves to be constructed’ (p.84). In a summary of this argument, Cornwall 
(2004) asserts  
Having a voice clearly depends on more than just having a seat at a table. In particular 
arenas in which ‘experts’ are present, even the most well equipped middle-class 
layperson may end up feeling cowed. More so those who have spent their lives being on 
the receiving end of prejudice, and may, as Freire (1972) argued, have so internalised 
discourses of discrimination that they are barely able to imagine themselves as actors, let 
alone agents (p.84).  
This third and final form of participation tyranny encourages us to be aware of 
political process as ‘spaces of power, communication, and resistance’. In this way, 
Cornwall (2004, 2005) and Cooke and Kothari (2001) are arguing that seeing 
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participation within this spatial frame is extremely helpful in terms of how we might 
comprehend the mechanisms of power and power imbalance.  
In this recognition of the agency of space, Cornwall (2004) (also Cornwall, 2005 and 
Cooke & Kothari, 2001) points to the need for alternative processes for cultivating 
more inclusive participation 
Making real the promise of transformative participation calls for processes that 
strengthen the possibilities of active citizen engagement both with those institutions into 
which the powerful extend invitations to participate, and those through which citizens 
make and shape their own conditions of engagement and find and use their own voice 
(p.85) 
Here, Cornwall is clarifying a necessary difference between what she terms as 
‘invited spaces’ as opposed to ‘spaces that people create for themselves’. In this 
regard, she argues that participation has involved the movement of communities into 
the domain of development agencies. The challenge she issues in terms of ‘remaking 
participation’ is to make it multi-directional. In this regard Eversole (2010) states 
Participation as typically understood and practiced retains a legacy of a top-down view 
of social change: it invites ‘communities’ into development processes and development 
decision making, it respects their voices and their presence, but asks them, in effect, to 
leave their knowledge and institutions at the door. However, bottom-up change need 
not—and most typically does not—happen on the institutional terrain of the formal 
institutions of development (p.38). 
This third and final critique of participation, which alerts us to the agency of ‘space’ 
as a conduit of power, is central to the specific critique of tenant-participation 
programs in this thesis, where I explore the way in which conventional meeting and 
public forum processes have served to shape the participation subjectivities of 
residents. In this way this third ‘tyranny of method’ relates directly to the first aim of 
this thesis that seeks to understand participation subjectivities related to conventional 
state-sponsored participation spaces. It also informs the second aim that seeks to 
understand subjectivities related to an alternative participation space in the form of 
'Village'. 
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2.3.4 The need for participation reform 
In identifying these three types of participation tyranny, Cooke and Kothari (2001) 
have drawn attention to the uncritical way in which participation has been 
constructed as passive and neutral and has been used to mask a neoliberal 
development agenda in international development. In doing this, they contest the 
conflation of participation with empowerment, power-sharing, good citizenship and 
vibrant economic activity. They argue that this normative account, which 
depoliticises participation, entrenches participatory methods, rendering alternative 
methods non-existent. This uncritical and dogmatic construction of participation is at 
the heart of the tyranny of participation that Cooke and Kothari seek to unmask. 
According to critical participation scholars such as Cooke, Kothari, Cornwall and 
Eversole  
The challenge for the twenty-first century is to remake participation: reframing the 
interactions among communities, professionals, and institutions into a truly participatory 
space (Eversole, 2010,  p.32). 
This postcolonial analysis of participation in the south can be equally applied to 
urban or community development practice in the west, where community 
development scholars like Kenny (1999) have also asserted that participation 
processes need to be developed whereby ordinary people can take personal and 
collective responsibility for—and control of—the way in which they organise their 
lives. In this western development context, there is a broad consensus amongst public 
advocacy groups and policy makers about involving citizens but there is ambiguity 
about how best to do this (Rowe & Frewer, 2000; Beierle & Konisky, 2000; 
Pratchett, 1999). There is a widely held view that conventional participation 
processes are not appropriate and have not satisfied the need for local engagement 
(Inglehart, Nevitte & Basanez, 1996; O’Hara, 1998; Abelson et al., 2003; Burns et 
al., 2004). (see Chapters 1 and 5). In the context of western urban development and 
community development, better processes are needed. 
In this light, several key Australian and international studies and reports on tenant 
participation have hinted at the need for fundamental reform to tenant-participation 
programs themselves. Key to such recommendations is the stated need for an 
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approach that is far more accessible to and simple for residents (Randolph et al., 
2000; Wood, 2003; McKee, 2007, 2008; McKee et al., 2008; Paddison et al., 2008). 
Wood (2003) also states that a key factor is the need for approaches that ‘…start with 
local people’ (p.1). Similarly, McKee and Cooper’s (2008) research draws on the 
voices of both housing professionals and residents alike to describe the need to  
…be flexible in terms of the methods of engagement they offer, and to be innovative 
and think ‘‘outside the box’’ [and participation is no longer to be] equated with the 
‘‘committee” per se or restricted to conventional housing issues, but extended to 
encourage involvement from the wider tenant group through new initiatives beyond the 
conventional focus on bricks and mortar activities (p.138). 
A reading of both postcolonial and community/urban development literature informs 
us that the adoption of participatory development by development agencies in both 
the south and the north has been colonised by a neoliberal development agenda, and 
there is need for a ‘re-making’ of these participation spaces. 
 
2.3.5 How this thesis responds 
In response to this call, and as a form of research praxis, this thesis explores the 
specific resident subjectivities that arise in relation to conventional tenant-
participation programs. Then, as a counterpoint to this knowledge, the thesis 
examines residents’ participation subjectivities in terms of how they are shaped by an 
alternative participation space. As a basis for this new participation space, the next 
part of this chapter explores the emergence of a new site of participation. 
 
2.4 The way the Internet disrupts and balances power inequalities  
The past two decades have seen a rapid expansion of digital participation platforms; 
so much so that we are said to have entered a new ‘digital age’ (Isin 2000; Isin & 
Ruppert, 2015; Diamond, 2010). This has prompted an academic turn toward the 
investigation of participation within the context of information and communication 
technology (ICT). Taken as a whole, early concerns in this literature about a ‘digital 
divide’ (Ewing, et al., 2003; Van Dijk, 2006) are now giving way to the idea that 
online engagements are fostering a new era of street-level agency. Central to this 
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idea is that the Internet is disrupting top-down power structures and that it is broadly 
facilitating the exercising of new sorts of citizenship rights, duties, opportunities and 
challenges (Isin & Ruppert, 2015). 
Cooke and Kothari’s (2001) and Cornwall’s (2004) recognition of participation 
spaces as being, as Cornwall puts it, ‘…sites that are constitutive as well as 
expressive of power relations’ (p.83) and their critique of conventional participation 
spaces as being laden with top-down and exclusionary power dynamics, provides an 
important framework for the way in which we might evaluate the potential for the 
Internet as a participation platform. Beyond these insights by Cooke and Kothari 
(2001), Habermas’s (1962) notion of the ‘public sphere’ is also helpful in 
determining the effectiveness of a given space for participation. 
 According to Habermas, a public sphere is where political deliberation is made 
possible (Habermas, 1962 see also Calhoun, 1992), in that it possesses three distinct 
features essential to participation 
1. to be fair and representative, the public sphere needs to be inclusive. 
2. it needs to be capable of facilitating a rational and critical debate that is free 
from value judgements 
3. finally, the public sphere has to be free from the intrusion of power - such as 
the power of the state of commercial interests.  
This framework of Habermas’s corresponds with Cooke and Kothari’s (2001) 
critique, in that their three tyrannies can be seen to be speaking to an absence of 
Habermas’s points in conventional participation practice.  
By way of an introduction to why a purpose-built online platform was used as a form 
of research praxis in this thesis, this section now briefly overviews literature related 
to the Internet as an emerging participation space, and its particular effect on 
participation. Specifically, this section explores the ways in which online platforms 
are beginning to address the sorts of participation tyrannies raised by Cooke and 
Kothari (2001), and consequently provide new potential for manifesting Habermas’s 
public sphere. In this regard the most important innovation of the Internet is the fact 
that it supports ‘many-to-many’—or what Weare (2002) refers to as 
‘multidimensional’—communication. The distinctiveness of this multidimensional 
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characteristic is that '… there is communication between many actors instead of a 
centre determining the subject matter, time and speed of information and 
communication.' (Polat, 2005, p.444) (see also van Dijk, 2000). 
This many-to-many multidimensional facet of the Internet can be seen in internet 
discussion groups, where an array of actors can engage simultaneously. Weare 
(2002) argues that it is here, in this many-to-many communication, that the 
technology promises most; because it is this area that is most central to civic forms of 
participation. So promising is this feature of the Internet that Weare (2002) dismisses 
all other participation processes, instead focusing on the way the Internet is making 
possible this many-to-many communication as a revolutionary form of group 
dialogue. In these terms, the Internet embodies the potential to facilitate the sort of 
‘multi-directional’ participation platform that Cornwall (2008) argues is needed to 
move beyond ‘invited spaces’ (p.275). Put another way, while the Internet has in 
many instances reproduced, and even strengthened, historic power inequality, its 
basic multidimensional architecture also presents a potential to overcome Cooke and 
Kothari’s participation tyrannies and to facilitate the sort of public sphere Habermas 
(1962) calls for in terms of inclusiveness, facilitation of rational critical debate and 
independence from top-down commercial and governmental intrusion.  
 
2.4.1 Street-level participation 
Cooke and Kothari’s (2001) first participation tyranny related to the way 
conventional participatory processes are found to be maintaining the dominance of 
top-down hegemonic agendas. In international development this top-down 
dominance typically takes the form of agendas related to western capitalist 
development. This tyranny of top-down governmental or commercial agendas was 
also a concern of Habermas (1962), whose third determinant for a public sphere 
required that it be free of power associated with the state of commercial interests. 
While it has been well established that capitalist patterns of governance and 
production have colonised large parts of the Internet into a commercially oriented 
media (Papacharissi, 2002), it is also recognised that the Internet, by virtue of its very 
particular multidimensional and independent nature—where anyone can relatively 
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cheaply engage many others—the Internet has been subversive and bottom-up 
(Diamond, 2010). By way of a powerful example of the potential of this 
multidimensional space to subvert top-down power, Diamond (2010) discusses the 
rapid rise of Twitter and other microblogging services, not just on computers but 
now on far more accessible smart phones. This technology supports the development 
of street-level participation, allowing people to ‘instantly reach hundreds or even 
thousands of followers’ (Diamond, 2010, pp.70-71). Users are no longer passive 
recipients of centralised or top-down content—instead they are themselves 
journalists, commentators, videographers, entertainers and organisers. Although most 
of this use is not political, the technology has empowered many who wish to become 
political and has allowed them to powerfully challenge authoritarian or top-down 
narratives. In this light Diamond (2010) uses the term 'liberation technology' because 
the Internet enables users to network and to feed their perspective out exponentially. 
Such users can '…report news, express opinions, mobilize protests, and expand the 
horizons of freedom.' (Diamond, 2010, p.70).  
While the jury is still out on the ultimate effectiveness of the Internet, the very fact 
that it exists as a multidimensional participation space serves as a dynamic counter-
point to customary participation spaces like public forums and meetings, which are 
unilateral, contested, intimidating and formal by their very nature (Cooke & Kothari, 
2001; Cornwall, 2004). As such, conventional participation platforms are spaces 
where hierarchical power dynamics typically flourish and facilitate the voices of the 
most powerful. 
 
2.4.2 Inclusivity 
Cooke and Kothari’s (2001) second tyranny is related to the way conventional 
participation processes reinforce and even exacerbate existing power inequalities. 
This is primarily related to the way development agencies engage selected elites and 
use public forums—which are limited, competitive and contested and facilitate elite 
power and the exclusion of marginalised locals (see 2.3.1). This tyranny directly 
contravenes Habermas’s (1962) first principle of what is needed for a successful 
public sphere. He asserts that the public sphere has to be open to everyone and that 
41 
 
the more people involved, the more variety of perspective. He argues that it is only if 
these conditions are fulfilled that an equitable and just process can be sustained 
(Habermas, 1962).  
In contrast to past concerns that the Internet may exacerbate disparities already 
visible in society (Norris, 2001) or that it is an exclusive space, (Ewing, et al., 2003; 
Van Dijk, 2006), more recent literature, that traces the rapid rise of networked people 
throughout the world, and that this connectivity has gone from millions to billions—
particularly with the introduction of smart phones and wireless Internet—is starting 
to paint a far more inclusive picture in which the digital divide has been rapidly 
disappearing (Isin & Ruppert, 2015; Van Deursen & Van Dijk, 2015).  
Polat (2005) makes the point that increasingly  
The Internet offers convenient, cheap and innovative methods of communication, which 
are especially attractive especially to certain segments of the society such as youngsters 
and those who are housebound due to disability, illness, age or lack of social skills. It 
enables communication irrespective of proximity, either spatial or temporal (p.443). 
An example of such empowerment of otherwise marginalised voices, which relates 
to this thesis, can be found in the Australian social housing research of Broadbent 
and Papadopoulos (2013). They demonstrate that the Internet is beginning to play an 
important role for some of the most disadvantaged people and communities in 
Australia. Their research of a social housing estate in Collingwood Victoria brought 
to life the positive impact that access to the Internet has made to residents’ lives. 
They state 
If you are isolated, suffer poor health or do not speak English then the Internet can take 
on a very different meaning, it becomes an essential tool to your ability to communicate, 
feel connected and to your health and well-being. What is evident from this snapshot of 
practice of the Wired Community@Collingwood project is actually how it can improve 
these outcomes for the current participants (p.4). 
Another compelling example of the capacity of the Internet to empower marginalised 
voices is the Australian Website Our House Swap (OHS), which was created and is 
managed by a public-housing resident. On this website13 many thousands of social 
housing residents, from all over Australia, have self-listed and described their house 
for exchange with other residents. Jackie Kennedy, the social-housing resident who 
established OHS states that  
                                                 
13 www.ourhouseswap.com.au 
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There was the official channel through housing [State housing authorities] but you 
would fill in a form and it would just go into the black hole
14
. You were never 
contacted; nobody ever worked actively to try to find you somewhere better to live 
(Farrell et al., 2011, DIY housing: public tenants ignored by department, Retrieved from 
URL). 
Since it began in around 2001, Kennedy says OHS has had over 17,000 registrations 
for swaps, with over 500 successful swaps a year (Farrell et al., 2011).  
Two notable lessons can be taken from resident established websites like OHS. 
Firstly, with a high rate of resident participation (17,000 registrations for swaps and 
500 successful swaps a year) this website indicates that many social housing 
residents will find access to and use the Internet when they feel it is clearly to their 
advantage. Secondly, with such high levels of resident participation and follow-
through, OHS provides a clear demonstration of a group of people who can be very 
rational and deliberative (far from dependent and irresponsible) when they feel 
ownership of a participation platform and it serves their needs. OHS is not trying to 
compel residents to take part in agendas that are not their own, nor involve them in 
complex governance capacity building. OHS serves the instrumental (or specific) 
needs of residents without being overly complex, inconvenient, contested or 
intimidating. OHS is an indication that resident-owned use of an online participation 
process can be viable and highly cost efficient if the energy, incentive and platform 
are right.  
 
2.4.3 Political agency and rational/critical debate  
Cooke and Kothari’s (2001) third tyranny related to the way conventional 
participation platforms were hegemonic spaces by their very design. They argued 
that these spaces, far from facilitating openness and rational debate, typically 
reinforce the voices of the most powerful. This concern directly corresponds with 
Habermas’s (1962) second requirement of a successful public sphere—which is that 
it facilitates open, rational and critical debate that is free from value judgements.  
Some scholars claim that the potential of the Internet to facilitate such open and 
rational debate in a virtual public sphere is limited (Dahlberg, 2001; Papacharissi, 
                                                 
14 In the ‘Mutual Exchange’ program, a resident is asked to fill out a form and submit this to the housing 
authority. The housing authority then matches the application to other suitable ‘Mutual Exchange’ resident 
applications (Housing NSW, 2014) 
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2002). They point to user anonymity and a consequent problem with unstable and 
changing identities and user continuity in Internet space, which negates the potential 
of the Internet as a platform for rational and sustained political participation. In one 
such example, Papacharissi (2004) found common examples of aggressive 
engagements that discouraged healthy, open and rational participation. She argued 
that Internet based engagements were frequently about venting frustrations as 
opposed to rational discussion. The central concern of Papacharissi, Dahlberg and 
others is the way that the Internet is too fragmented, decentralised and transient to 
form a cohesive public sphere where rational and respectful debate can occur (Polat 
2005). In this sense, they argue that Internet based engagements were deficient in 
terms of trust and integrity and that it was much easier to foster these things in face-
to-face spaces. 
There is, however, a particular online context where this problem is significantly 
counteracted. When the Internet is harnessed for the benefit of locality-based groups 
it has been found to enhance participation and the cooperative nature of engagement 
(as discussed in the next section). In such a locality context, there is a potential for 
the Internet to be used for '…getting support and information from other like-minded 
people and encouraging further political participation.' (Polat, 2005, p.450). In short, 
the opportunities provided by a multidimensional platform can enhance locality 
based groups 
 
2.4.4 Locality based networks in social housing 
In the context of locality-based settings, there are growing numbers of examples in 
the literature arguing that online spaces can enhance communication. For instance, 
locality-based online, and even social media networks, are increasingly used by 
employers who have '…figured out how to leverage powerful social media tools and 
online communities for efficiencies and competitive advantage.' (Leader-Chivee et 
al., 2008, p.1) 
Unlike face-to-face communication, where there is the need to respond immediately 
in a time-limited and contested space, online users have time to think, to craft their 
positions and arrive at more considered and rational judgements in their own space 
and in their own time (Polat, 2005; Wilhelm, 1998). The fact that this less pressured 
online platform is underpinned by a multidimensional architecture (which allows for 
simultaneous and issue specific threads) presents enormous potential for the re-
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making of many-to-many participation dynamics. If structured well, the extension of 
a locality-based group onto the Internet provides a new space for the sort of open and 
rational deliberation that Habermas (1962) says is essential for a viable public 
sphere.  
In evidence of this potential, Foth’s (2004) research looking at a social housing 
apartment complex comprising approximately 160 residents in Brisbane, explored 
the way an online community network could support their connectivity and help 
them improve their neighbourhood. Importantly, Foth’s research is beginning to look 
at the ways the advantages of online engagement can be adapted at the local complex 
or estate level, the conventional location of tenant participation. Foth reports that 
‘…community networks allow residents to interact online and to take and continue 
online interaction offline, in real life and face-to-face' (p.2). 
Likewise, research by Gaved et al., (2010) suggests that local and community 
development use of the Internet can be very valuable. They state that  
Communities of locality—communities of individuals residing within geographical 
proximity and connected by an existing network of social relationships—may provide 
one of the most effective methods of ensuring meaningful and sustained usage of the 
Internet..(p.346) 
Gaved et al., (2010) and Foth's (2004) views of the potential of the Internet to 
support local community development objectives is further evidenced in an 
evaluation of the UK government initiative ‘Wired up Community’. In this study, it 
was discovered that using the Internet to check what was happening locally was 
extremely popular, providing a gateway into local community engagement (Devins, 
2003).  
Mesch and Talmud’s (2010) longitudinal study about Internet connectivity and 
community participation concluded that 
Internet connectivity and attitudes toward technology provide more channels for local 
civic participation. But, it is the active participation in locally based electronic forums 
over and above other forms of social capital (such as face-to-face neighbourhood 
meetings, talking with friends, and membership in local organisations) that is associated 
with multiple measures of community participation. The formation and active 
participation in local community electronic networks not only adds to but also amplifies 
civic participation and an elevated sense of community attachment (p.1). 
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Mesch and Talmud’s research is part of an ongoing focus of scholars related to the 
way the Internet is facilitating new types of social and political agency (see also 
Goldberg, 2010). Another such example is Mandarano et al., (2010), who is 
demonstrating how online engagements are enhancing public participation and 
developing new social capital. 
The use of the Internet to support local community development and resident 
participation is not, however, without challenges. Foth’s (2004) research revealed a 
number of key obstacles. Key amongst these is that online engagement tends to lead 
to what he refers to as personalised networking ( also Wellman, 2001) or private 
portfolios of sociability (Castells, 2001). 
Dahlberg, 2001 as cited in Polat, 2005 states 
In these networks more sustained online deliberation appears to take place among like-
minded people, which results in a fragmentation of cyber-discourse into mutually 
exclusive cyber-communities (p.448).  
Foth (2004) presents global uses of the Internet as being in competition with locality-
based networks. 
… community networks compete with potentially more attractive globally dispersed 
online communities that can provide a more specialised, on demand, current, dynamic 
and comprehensive interest-based pool of information and interactivity (p.2).  
In this context, Foth raises the ‘community question’, ‘…whether we still need actual 
neighbourhoods in times of networked individualism’. In response, Walmsley’s 
(2000) analysis demonstrates that the value of globally dispersed communities might 
be less than is sometimes asserted. His finding is that ‘…place and local community 
are, and will continue to be, fundamental to the functioning of society’ (p.5). Where 
scholars like Putnam (2000) talk about the indispensable nature of local connectivity 
and neighbourhood level social capital, the specific locality issues in social-housing 
complexes and estates adds even further importance to local networks. Core to the 
need for tenant participation is that public-housing residents experience shared local 
interests in their negotiations with housing authorities. There is also the need to break 
down and respond to social and economic disadvantage and isolation. Beyond these 
specific needs, new sustainable development narratives also alert us to the need for 
local forms of collaboration—such as community food gardens and resource and 
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skill sharing—to respond to key social, environmental and economic challenges 
(Trainer, 2010).  
The extent that the Internet can help facilitate and foster locality-based networking to 
support resident engagement with housing authorities and local community 
development in new and more powerful ways is an exciting area of investigation. 
According to Foth (2004) having a place-based (or off-line) dimension introduces 
new challenges to the design, development and rollout of online community 
networks. He argues that  
A critical mass of users can only be reached if residents realise the community 
network’s potential to improve their quality of life.  For residents to realise this 
potential, the community network has to be developed and deployed in a way that 
allows them to take social ownership of the project and the resulting community 
network (p.3). 
If such relevance and ownership could be found in a local social housing complex or 
estate (such as the relevance residents have found in OHS), there seems to be great 
potential in the Internet as a platform for resident participation. 
 
2.4.5 Importance of design 
While the Internet has potential as a public sphere for high commitment interest 
groups (such as OHS) and locality-based networks, it also needs to be noted that 
good design is essential in minimising the many potential drawbacks of online 
deliberation (Isin & Ruppert, 2015; Diamond, 2010; Polat, 2005; Wright, 2005; 
Dahlberg, 2001). 
Dahlberg (2001) for instance, notes that there are ways of designing Internet spaces 
to make them a better expression of a successful public sphere. He points to the use 
of forum ‘dos’ and ‘don’ts’, self-moderation and limiting users posts (like Twitter), 
as ways these spaces can be far more functional. In the same way, Wright (2005) 
talks about the utility of discussion threads and how in comparison to unstructured 
forums, they facilitate more focused and rational dialogue. In such ways, much of the 
emerging new media literature highlights the potential of online spaces in terms of 
facilitating a public sphere.  
In my efforts at engaging an online process as a form of research praxis, I attempted 
to enhance the participation opportunities for a locality-based network of public-
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housing residents. I did this through a deliberately and carefully considered forum 
design (see Chapter 9). Isin and Ruppert (2015) contends that online engagement, if 
done well, has the potential to ‘… change our participation subjectivities in terms of 
what we think about and the way in which we understand ourselves as political 
subjects, subjects who have rights to speech…’ (p.56). 
As a form of praxis, this thesis is experimenting with a new online space to help 
achieve a more practical, context-specific understanding of pre-conditions for more 
inclusive and deliberative participation.  
 
2.5 Theoretical foundations 
The second half of this chapter now explores governmentality theory, as developed 
by Michel Foucault . Governmentality provides this thesis with a theoretical frame 
that was used to theorise the dynamics of power that operate in the domain of 
participation. Specifically, governmentality provides a way to identify the paradigm-
specific nature of knowledge, or what Foucault terms ‘mentalities of rule’, and how 
such a knowledge perspective—in this case neoliberalism—underpins the 
construction of truth and the exercise of power. Cornwall (2004) suggests that 
A careful reading of Foucault draws attention to the particularities of participatory 
development: both the discourse and practices through which it has spread, but also the 
space for movement and contestation it creates (p.103).  
In other words, governmentality theory provides us with a dynamic and critical 
framework, one that aids us in untangling the contemporary construction of 
participation from its neoliberal rationality, and helps us to contest this normative 
account with an alternative. Governmentality theory is pivotal to this thesis, 
providing a way that the thesis can challenge a neoliberal construction of 
participation and explore an alternative participation perspective related to 
collaboration on commons (see Chapter 3).  
Governmentality theory provides insight into the way a neoliberal perspective shapes 
current participation discourse and consequently how it shapes or disciplines 
contemporary participation subjectivities. In this way, governmentality theory 
provides this thesis with the necessary framework for critically understanding and 
analysing the participation subjectivities that are the central focus of the first and 
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second aim of the thesis. Beginning with a brief exploration of the origins of critical 
theory, this section now locates and provides an overview of governmentality theory. 
 
2.5.1 Post-positivism and the birth of critical theory 
This section explores the theoretical context of my particular perspective by very 
briefly tracing the twentieth-century origin of critical theory, an epistemological shift 
attributed to Karl Popper (1963) and Thomas Kuhn (1962) and commonly referred to 
as post-positivism. Prior to this epistemological shift into post-positivism, the 
nineteenth century philosopher Auguste Comte, recognised as a pioneer of social 
science and sociology, was seen as responsible for an even earlier transition. Comte 
(1974) was one of the first to transition from an account of human behaviour and 
society based in metaphysics15, toward an account based in a scientific or empirical 
method. He argued that society, like the physical world, functioned according to 
general scientific laws. As such he asserted that the social world could be understood 
through the application of scientific empirical methods of observation and 
measurement. In this scientific or positivist model, the key approach is the 
experiment and the endeavour to use empirical scrutiny to understand natural laws In 
this approach to understanding human behaviour, the path to knowledge is a purely 
mechanical and scientific process in which the researcher assumes the role of an 
expert and objective observer, operating as a god-like witness to the empirically 
determined truth. The claim of this positivist approach is that it can offer the 
researcher a way to discern rock-solid and unchallengeable social knowledge. This 
knowledge can allow us to understand the social world to the extent that we can 
determine and even govern it. (Macionis et al., 2011). The twentieth-century 
philosopher Karl Popper (1963) was among the earliest thinkers to directly criticise 
this positivist approach, introducing the idea of falsificationism, which argued that 
we cannot determine truth in any certain way, though we can determine if a belief is 
false. A second important, but much broader critique of positivism offered alongside 
Popper’s falsificationism, was by Thomas Kuhn who presented the idea of the 
paradigm shift. Kuhn (1962) asserted that it was not just isolated beliefs but entire 
ways of seeing the world that occasionally changed as a response to new evidence. 
                                                 
15 Metaphysics relates to non-empirical philosophical enquiry into the nature of existence (Geisler, 1999) 
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Arising from these critiques of positivism and the transitional nature of knowledge, 
post-positivists asserted that knowledge is not definitive and unchallengeable, but 
rather shifting and changing (Robson, 2002).  
Max Horkheimer, as outlined by Fagan (2012), provided a two-pronged argument 
that helped crystallise the methodological implications of post-positivism. Firstly, 
Horkheimer asserted that the role of the observer and their effect on the composition 
of social reality was ignored in positivism. While positivists contended that those 
being researched and those doing the research were separate and distinct, 
Horkheimer argues that the theories, background and values of the researcher could 
influence what is observed. This bias is structured into the hierarchical positivist 
research process, where a research expert conceives the research question, designs 
the research and collects and analyses the data— all the while maintaining a 
discipline of detachment between the subject and the researcher to achieve 
objectivity. This takes place with little or no reflexivity in terms of the background 
and beliefs of the researcher. As an extension of his first critique of positivism, 
Horkheimer’s second argument is that positivist representations of social reality were 
intrinsically linked to the status quo and were consequently conformist and artificial 
(Fagan, 2012). In this post-positivist understanding, positivist notions of what 
constitutes objective knowledge or truth, generated by experts, claims an authority 
that finds its footing not in reality as such, but in the status quo, or the existing social 
and economic paradigm (Kuhn, 1962; Asad, 1994; Fagan, 2012). In this way, in 
contemporary western society capitalism and a continual reference to the essential 
validity of private land and paid employment becomes the ubiquitous and assumed 
platform from which objective knowledge is then generated.  
Critical approaches to social research argue that this positivist or objective 
knowledge has been shaped by the context from which it arises. In this regard, Asad 
(1994) argues that a positivist approach to knowledge has conventionally objectified 
its subjects for the purposes of reinforcing the status quo. These positivist methods, 
drawn as they are from the presumed infallibility of the existing paradigm, serve to 
reinforce the prevailing hegemony of the state and reassert existing power relations 
(Fagan, 2012). Bauman (1976) for example, criticised positivist social research as 
having falsely conceptualised society in nature-like terms by strengthening the key 
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role of obvious knowledge or commonsense. Bauman (1976) argues that critical 
social research must challenge the '… very daily existence which renders 
commonsense so placidly, if not fatuously, assured of its righteousness' (p.36). 
Existing social norms and views of history are not to be viewed as objective fact. 
Instead, in this approach we attempt to ‘…dig beneath the surface of appearances, 
asking how social systems really work, how ideology or history conceals the 
processes which oppress and control people’ (Harvey, 1990, p.4). Coser (as cited in 
Harvey, 1990) argues that such critical approaches are needed ‘…in order to pinpoint 
and locate social problems and issues of which ordinary men and women are not yet 
aware’. Critical social research needs to reveal the ‘worm in the apple’, the ‘rot 
behind the glittering facade of the current scene’ (p.13). For example, social 
turbulences, instead of being viewed as anomalies, are seen by critical social 
researchers as signs of ‘…deep-seated maladjustments in the social structure that can 
only be remedied through thorough reconstruction of basic societal premises’ (p.13). 
Coser (1988) argues that without critical research ‘…the body of our discipline, and 
also the entire social fabric, are likely to congeal into frozen conformity (pp. 9-12). 
In this way, critical social researchers are suspicious of positivist claims on truth, 
observing that such claims can be traced back to the hegemony of the state.  
 
2.5.2 Critical theory 
In keeping with Horkheimer’s and Kuhn’s (1962) critiques of positivism, critical 
theory embraces the notion of a complex and stratified world in which multiple truth 
perspectives exist. In other words, there are many lenses through which one may 
look at the world, and each lens sees something that is undeniably, but only 
relatively, true. While these lenses are coherent in themselves, the totality of the real 
is not fully comprehended by any one of them (Bhaskar, 1986). These critical notions 
of multiple perspectives and stratified versions of truth are inherent to critical theory 
and precipitate deconstructive analysis in which a researcher ventures down the 
proverbial rabbit hole or looks beneath popular truth assumptions. This recognition 
of stratified knowledge can be discovered at the foundations of various critical 
accounts such as in Foucault’s governmentality theory, which describes the notion of 
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mentalities and rationalities of government. Put simply these mentalities are different 
world views (such as are characteristic of capitalism, communism, fascism etc.) that 
underpin and guide constructions of truth and operations of power. To set up the 
theoretical scaffolding for this thesis, this chapter now discusses Foucault’s 
governmentality. This theory is critical in that it positions knowledge as being 
relative to the particular context in which that knowledge arises.  
 
2.5.3 Employing governmentality theory to situate participation 
This section outlines the theoretical perspectives that frame this thesis. Central here 
is Foucault et. al.'s governmentality work (1991), as well as subsequent 
governmentality works such as those by Rose (1996; 1999), Dean (1999) and 
Cruikshank (1996; 1999). The first section shows how governmentality has been 
employed by these scholars to critique contemporary housing and participation 
discourse and policy perspectives. In doing this, this section is attempting to come to 
terms with the conditioning or subjectification of the contemporary market subject. 
In particular, this chapter explores the methods or technologies used by the state to 
get subjects to conform and self-regulate into market constructions of participation. 
In Foucault’s theory of governmentality, government is less about the administrative 
and political structures of the contemporary state and more about the way in which 
individual conduct can be directed (Foucault et. al., 1991). Foucault argues that to 
explore government is to explore those techniques (or what he termed technologies 
of government) that try to shape the behaviours and aspirations of individuals and 
groups (Dean, 1999). Subjectification is a concept that lies at the heart of 
governmentality (Rose, 1996) and describes a governance approach that seeks to 
influence the individuals’ subjective view of themselves and their surroundings as a 
key way the population as a whole can be governed. In other words, subjectification 
seeks to govern people from the inside or from their own subjective, but conditioned, 
viewpoint. In this sense governmentality can be defined as the conduct of conduct 
(Foucault et.al., 1991; Dean, 1999), or a calculated attempt to encourage individuals 
to self-direct their behaviour toward specific ends. Governmentality theorists suggest 
that society has moved from direct forms of state control to indirect control or self-
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governance. Increasingly, government seeks to ‘promote individual conduct that is 
consistent with government objectives’ (Dean, 1999, p.172). 
Directly related to this is Foucault’s proposition that power manifests itself through 
the construction of knowledge. Individuals are understood to accept and internalise 
this knowledge, which they then use to guide their own behaviour. This 
internalisation of knowledge is an efficient form of social control, as it enables 
individuals to govern themselves through what Lemke (2001) termed ‘self-care’ 
(p.201), as well as play a key role in the conditioning and controlling of others (Rose, 
1999). To achieve this, Foucault points to technologies of government, or specific 
methods that have the effect of shaping individuals without directly disciplining 
them. Processes of ‘responsibilisation’ are an important aspect of these technologies 
of government. This technology is used to condition subjects into becoming 
responsibilised by encouraging them to see problems like unemployment and 
poverty, not as the responsibility of government, but as issues related to individual 
responsibility or self-care (Lemke, 2001). Another key technology of government is 
that of normalisation. Rose (1999) describes a norm as that '…which is socially 
worthy, statistically average, scientifically healthy and personally desirable' (p.76). 
Importantly, from a governmentality perspective, those who wish to achieve 
normality will do so by conditioning and controlling themselves, as well as their 
families, according to parameters that define what ‘normal’ is. Rose (1999) also 
points out that norms are '…enforced through the use of shame which creates an 
anxiety around the appearance of the self (p.76).  
The stigmatisation of social housing residents through reference to their lack of 
conformity to private housing norms (and their dependency on the state) is a very 
strong example of this (Birdsall-Jones, 2012; Atkinson & Jacobs, 2008).  
In this way, state constructed discourses around what it is to be ‘normal’ or 
appropriate methods of self-care, are typically aligned with political goals or what 
Foucault (1991). terms a mentality of rule. Dean (1999) makes the point that the 
linking of governing and mentalities in governmentality means that when looking at 
technologies of government an analysis is also needed of the mentality underpinning 
them. These mentalities are deployed through discourses which seek to direct the 
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conduct of people. Foucault, as cited in Hunt and Wickham (1994), argues that the 
object of government is the population, through a '… calculating preoccupation with 
activities directed at shaping, channeling, and guiding the conduct of others' (p.26).  
This market mentality gives rise to a normative construction of reality that assumes 
the authority and power of ‘truth’. This political mentality is manifest through an 
array of institutions and groups16 and is underscored by arguments (rationalities) 
authorised by normative constructions of ‘morality’, ‘truth’ and ‘common sense’, 
which describe the ‘…ideals or principles to which government should be directed.’ 
(Rose & Miller, 1992, p.179;) (see also Cruikshank, 1994). It is in this way that 
Foucault (1977) equates knowledge with power 
Knowledge linked to power, not only assumes the authority of 'the truth' but has the 
power to make itself true. All knowledge, once applied in the real world, has effects, and 
in that sense at least, 'becomes true.' Knowledge, once used to regulate the conduct of 
others, entails constraint, regulation and the disciplining of practice. Thus, there is no 
power relation without the correlative constitution of a field of knowledge, nor any 
knowledge that does not presuppose and constitute at the same time, power relations 
(p.27) 
Governmentality concepts such as mentalities of rule, rationalities and technologies 
of government help us to take a step back from, and critically engage with, key 
discourses such as empowerment and social inclusion and their status as being self-
evidently a good thing. In turn, government programs and development agendas that 
are framed by these discourses, such as tenant participation, can also be 
deconstructed. As governmentality writers like Cruikshank (1994; 1996; 1999), 
McKee (2007; 2008) and Flint (2003; 2006) show us, we then have a platform from 
which to take a closer and more critical look at the subtle and hidden forces at work 
within such discourses.  
Governmentality theory is used in the participation critique of Cooke and Kothari 
(2001) and Cornwall (2004), who point out the way participation has been used as an 
instrument or technology of an underlying neoliberal rationality. In this regard, they 
re-politicise the seemingly non-political or normative issue of participation, 
                                                 
16 While conventional Feminist and Marxist thought tends to position the state as a unified actor, Foucault (1979) 
sees political power as manifesting through a variety of mechanisms, only in part reducible to the state.  
Foucault’s mentalities of government, are made up of ``an ensemble formed by the institutions, procedures, 
analyses and reflections, the calculations and tactics, that allow the exercise of this very specific albeit complex 
form of power'' (Foucault, 1979, p.62). 
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identifying it as a technology of governance. Here they are arguing that participatory 
methods are being used as a technology of the neoliberal in that they are engaging 
the locals in the process of becoming subjects of modernisation (see 2.3.1). James 
Ferguson, in his research of Lesotho’s development, states 
… participation is merely adding to ‘the anti-politics machine': it is a Foucauldian 
exercise of power that rewrites the subjectivity of the Third World's poor, disciplining 
them through a series of participatory procedures, performances and encounters (Cited 
in Cornwall, 2004, p.93). 
Ferguson’s comments go to the very heart of governmentality theory, in that they 
show how something as apparently benign and ‘normal’ as participation can actually 
be deployed for highly political ends. It is through such indirect means Foucault et al. 
(1991) argues, that government can be found manufacturing governable subjects. By 
normalising a particular construction of participation, development agencies assert 
'the conduct of conduct', or the boundaries of behaviour. As subjects internalise these 
normalised scripts they become ‘authors of their own development’ (Cornwall, 2004,  
p.93). These subjects can then govern themselves from the inside, or from their own 
subjective, but conditioned, viewpoint. 
Ferguson also makes reference to the agency of space when he refers to using 
participation to discipline the Third World’s poor through participatory procedures. It 
is these physical participation ‘procedures, performances and encounters’ that Cooke 
and Kothari refer to in their third participatory tyranny (or tyranny of method), and 
Cornwall (2004) makes reference to when she argues that '…making available, 
claiming and taking up spaces need to be seen, then, as acts of power’ (p.80). In this 
way, Foucauldian (1984) theory has informed participation critiques of the way 
power produces and permeates social spaces. This notion of Foucault’s, that 'space is 
fundamental in any exercise of power' (1984, p.252), and key governmentality ideas, 
such as rationalities and technologies of governance, provide the framework, 
concepts and language for a discussion about tenant participation in this thesis (see 
Chapter 6). As such, tenant participation can be understood as a technology of the 
neoliberal state, used to condition (or discipline) subjects into market compliant 
subjectivities. Conversely, those who do not participate in the prescribed way 
(achieve paid employment and private housing) are conceptualised as ‘flawed’ 
citizens (Bauman, 1998). 
55 
 
Understanding these governmentality technologies helps to address the core aims of 
this thesis by positioning participation subjectivities within a broader socio-economic 
perspective. Such strong governmental or structural framing of what it is to 
participate ‘normally’ or ‘successfully’ and be a ‘good economic citizen’ (as related 
to private housing and paid-work) provides a clear social, economic and even moral 
context in which to grapple with public-housing resident participation 
subjectivities—and how these subjectivities have become so defined by dependency 
and ‘flawed citizens’ (Bauman, 1998, p.614). 
 
2.6 Conclusion 
This chapter provides a broad background in participation literature and outlines the 
theoretical framework for the thesis. First, it overviews the seminal work of Cooke 
and Kothari (2001), and demonstrates the way this postcolonial critique of 
international participatory development has direct bearing on tenant participation. 
Also, as part of situating the praxiological aim of this thesis, emerging Internet 
research, highlighting the way online participation spaces are disrupting the 
dynamics of power of conventional state-sponsored face-to-face spaces, is explored.  
In the second half of this chapter critical theory is introduced, and the ways in which 
it locates knowledge within its social and political context and challenges taken for 
granted ‘truths’. From its foundation in critical theory, this chapter then identifies 
governmentality theory—exploring government mentalities and related rationalities 
that drive the production of knowledge, and the way government employs key 
discourses or technologies to shape policy narratives and the consequent shaping of 
contemporary participation subjectivities. This theory provides a theoretical 
framework for this thesis’s review of tenant participation.  
Chapters three and four begin a deployment of governmentality theory by providing 
an historic analysis of the technologies of citizenship, empowerment and social 
inclusion. They will show that, far from impartial, these contemporary policy 
narratives, or technologies, are driven by a very particular rationality—in this case 
neoliberalism—and so foster very particular market participation subjectivities. This 
governmentality framework is engaged as a way of responding to the first aim of this 
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thesis, which is to come to terms with resident participation subjectivities within the 
context of neoliberal constructions of participation. In response to the thesis’s second 
aim, and as a counter-point to neoliberal participation rationalities, the context 
chapters three and four also explore the ways in which an alternative participation 
rationality provided the foundation in various pre-capitalist indigenous contexts, 
providing the foundation for ‘Village’ as a praxiological exercise in this study. 
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CHAPTER 3 THE RISE OF MARKET SUBJECTIVITIES  
3.1 Introduction 
Having set out governmentality theory as a theoretical framework for this thesis in 
chapter two, this chapter now deploys it as a way of understanding the forces that 
have shaped residents’ participation subjectivities.  
The chapter begins by looking at a participation perspective that pre-dates capitalist 
market-oriented constructs. In this pre-capitalist perspective, forms of land access 
related to commons and local forms of subsistence productivity are the basis for an 
alternative participation rationality. Far from fringe, this participation rationality has 
underpinned human economy17 for most of the world’s history and continues in much 
of the world today (Gibson-Graham, 2010; Bollier, 2014). 
The chapter then explores the way the neoliberal state has successively changed and 
shaped participation subjectivities in much of the world. In this discussion, 
governmentality theory provides the theoretical framework for a discussion about 
market citizenship, and how notions of economic citizenship have been made 
synonymous with market employment and private rather than public forms of 
housing. Viewed through this lens, citizenship can be seen to be a technology of the 
state, used to condition subjects into market participation subjectivities. Conversely 
those who do not achieve paid employment and private housing are conceptualised 
as flawed citizens (Bauman, 1998). In this way, this chapter establishes a socio-
political perspective which informs and directly frames this thesis, and its attempts to 
come to terms with resident participation subjectivities. 
 
3.2 A critical social-historic context 
This section now briefly prologues this chapter (and what will be a historic account 
of participation), by outlining a critical method known as historicism. Because 
critical researchers argue that all knowledge is shaped by the context from which it 
                                                 
17 Economic in this context (as derived from the Greek ‘Economo’) is a reference to the broadest terms of 
productive human subsistence – such as activity related to housing and food production. It is a reference to 
human productivity itself rather than market engagement. 
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arises (Haraway, 1991; Harding, 1991), a critical methodological approach 
necessitates a process whereby a researcher declares their political and philosophical 
disposition (Butler, 1997). It is suggested that the researcher does this by providing a 
socio-historic account of the phenomena under investigation (Harvey, 1990). This 
chapter draws on my particular perspective on participation to establish just such a 
historical context for the knowledge produced in this thesis. 
From a critical perspective, this socio-historic account is not about working my way 
through the history to identify the facts. Rather, the socio-political context is 
explored reflexively, in terms of the researcher’s own positionality. Like all aspects 
of critical research, accounts of history are seen as an interpretive (not objective) 
process. In critical approaches to historicism, history is reconstructed through the 
lens of a specific perspective or worldview. Historicism places great importance on 
contextualised interpretations of historical events and rejects notions of universal, 
fundamental and immutable interpretations (Kahan, 1997; Gallagher & Greenblatt, 
2000). Such accounts of history are also highly critical in the way that they 
endeavour to deconstruct assumed knowledge or dominant ideological constructs by 
asking how such versions of the truth have been historically constructed, and how 
they have sustained wider oppressive structures.   
To facilitate the process of deconstructing and reconstructing a given phenomenon in 
its socio-historic context the selection of core concepts is advised by critical 
methodology (Harvey, 1990). It is through this attention to core concepts that the 
researcher is able to examine how the phenomenon has come into being and explore 
what the underlying assumptions are that have seemingly validated it. Here the 
critical researcher will be exploring society in terms of what is occurring at an 
abstract level.  
In this context, contemporary assumptions about participation are traced to their 
ideological origins in capitalism. The core concept of economic citizenship is used to 
identify the ways in which capitalist or market centric ideology is employed around 
participation. It is also through this deconstruction process that an alternative 
conceptualisation of participation (based on local collaboration on land commons) 
has been identified in this thesis. 
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3.3 Citizenship as a technology of the neoliberal 
Citizenship has been deployed as a key technology (or conditioning instrument) of 
the state to orchestrate key acts of market participation. This reflection on citizenship 
provides a crucial context for understanding the development of public-housing 
residents' participation subjectivities (central to the first aim of this study) and how 
those subjectivities have emerged within a market-oriented perspective or rationality. 
The history of citizenship, while often framed in terms of advances in human rights18 
that can be claimed against the state19 (Leary, 1999; Bellamy, 2008; Shafir et 
al.,2006), can also be seen in terms of its deployment as an instrument of control, and 
even exploitation, by the state (Evans, 2001; Isin 2002; Leposky and Fraser, 2003; 
Joppke, 2007). T.S. Marshall (2009) perhaps the most famous advocate of citizenship 
as a vehicle for human rights, was himself deeply concerned with the ways in which 
citizenship had historically acted as an 'architecture of inequality' (p.78). 
Such a view of citizenship can be evidenced from its inception in Greek antiquity. 
Here we find the notion of the Polis20, where the privileged class developed an elitist 
notion of citizenship to assert their own rights over and above others (for example 
women, minors and slaves) (Bellamy, 2008). This exploitive use of citizenship 
continued in a reinterpretation by the Romans, who granted citizenship to people 
from all over their expanding empire as an instrument to legitimise their rule and 
assert exploitive claims, such as taxes, over colonised subjects (Hosking, 2005). In 
the concluding years of the Roman Empire (AD 476), the repeated attacks of the 
Germanic peoples led to the downfall of the Western Roman Empire and the birth of 
the European feudal state. This facilitated another elitist construction of citizenship. 
Based on the principle of ‘jus soli’21, this construction asserted a paternal relationship 
between an aristocrat, who provides land and protection, and a subject, who owes 
loyalty, obedience and economic servitude (Heater, 2004).  
                                                 
18 Indeed, human rights as defined by the UNDHR are themselves a market technology in the way that they serve 
as a technology to condition market subjects into the belief that private property is a paramount right. Natural 
rights to land, air etc. are ignored ( article, 17 and, 23 - Retrieved from URL). 
19 The revolutionary constitutional documents produced during English Civil War, the French Revolution and the 
American War of Independence are framed as early examples of citizenship as a status: a set of rights, which by 
blood or by birth, could be claimed against the state. 
20 Polis literally means ‘city’ in Greek 
21 Jus soli (Latin: right of the soil), is the right of anyone born in the territory of a state to nationality or 
citizenship. In feudal Europe, jus soli was the dominant criterion of nationality because it determined a 
relationship between place of birth and allegiance to a particular feudal ruler (Dynneson, 2001). 
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While this feudal arrangement provided commoners with land for housing and food, 
the unjust notion of aristocratic title eventually paved the way for the enclosure of 
the commons—where commons where privatised (or enclosed), and those who had 
lived on and farmed that land were dispossessed (Gonner, 1966; Neeson, 1993). This 
began in the new era of capitalism, when the agricultural revolution and new 
industrial notions of economy of scale made such enclosure highly lucrative for the 
landed nobility and merchants (Thompson, 1991). A new state-constructed notion of 
citizenship rights quickly emerged to facilitate this new elitist opportunity. In this 
construction of citizenship, a subject, having been removed from the commons, was 
now instructed by the state that their new citizenship responsibility (and means of 
survival) was as a working class market subject (Thompson, 1991; Shaw-Taylor, 
2001). Miller (2001) states  
The European enclosure movement predated the sixteenth century, but that century, 
which saw the emergence of the capitalist world economy (Wallerstein 1974) also saw 
the beginning of the first major wave of enclosure. This marked the start of a worldwide 
process of privatization and commodification of land, ocean and atmosphere. It 
fundamentally restructured the way people perceived themselves, each other and the 
land (p.111).  
Thus ended the era of the agrarian citizen and the common law notion of rights to 
land, and began the era of private land and the capitalist market subject, with 
citizenship rights and responsibilities pivoting on market employment (Wallerstein 
1974; Miller, 2001). While the Keynesian inspired welfare state (notions of 
substantive human rights that sought to guarantee basic needs) has facilitated a more 
recent attempt to support and integrate those alienated by this market construction of 
citizenship, this is indeed the very same subject we find today, precariously and 
uncritically located at the centre of housing and participation policy and discourse. 
White’s ‘reciprocity principle’ (White, 2000 as cited in Dwyer, 2004) for example, 
which sits at the very heart of contemporary ‘active citizenship’ and ‘social 
inclusion’ policy discourse, asserts that '...'as a condition of eligibility, the state may 
legitimately enforce responsibilities, which centrally include the responsibility to 
work' (p.507). 
In this way, citizenship has been deployed as a technology of the state. Joppke’s 
(2007) analysis of citizenship associates it with the ‘…normative conceptions of such 
behavior imputed by the state’ (p.37). Similarly, Leposky and Fraser (2003) argue 
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that the nation-state authorises, or discourages, citizens about how they should or 
should not perform their citizenship. This thesis is concerned with the way the state 
employs market discourses and infuses housing ownership and paid employment into 
notions of good citizenship. In citizenship we see a technology where the subject is 
informed of their core duties through normalised acts of market participation and 
private housing.  
When social groups succeed in inculcating their own virtues as dominant, citizenship is 
constituted as an expression and embodiment of those virtues against others who lack 
them (Isin, 2002, pp.275-276).  
Public forms of housing and an absence of paid-work have become synonymous with 
state welfare dependence, apathy and notions of  flawed citizenship (Bauman, 1998). 
This chapter now briefly traces the historic constructions of both good and flawed 
notions of citizenship and how these constructions have been used as a technology of 
the neoliberal state to both condition and exclude and punish non-conforming 
subjects. This exploration provides the key context for this thesis by tracing the 
social and economic foundations from which social housing residents’ housing and 
participation subjectivities have emerged. 
  
3.4 Pre-capitalist rationality  
While Australian housing discourse and policy reviews typically begin their analysis 
at the end of the nineteenth century, when political pressures related to major health 
concerns prompted the various colonial governments into action on housing (for 
example, Hayward, 1996 and Troy, 2000), this thesis’s review travels further back, 
touching on pre-capitalist housing and participation histories. This step back into the 
pre-history of the contemporary housing and participation paradigm is undertaken in 
this chapter specifically to lay the foundation for the two aims of this study: firstly, to 
understand participation subjectivities within the current construction of participation 
and secondly to help establish an alternative perspective for an alternative 
construction of participation, and the related subjectivities such an alternative could 
produce.   
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In this critical history, both Australian Aboriginal subsistence ideas around shelter 
and participation, as well as feudal English notions of the commons are briefly 
explored. This review does this both to trace the emergence of the market rationality 
framing contemporary housing and participation discourse (and resident 
subjectivities) as well as to juxtapose this market rationality with an alternative social 
and economic, pre-capitalist, perspective. The fact that housing and participation 
reviews fail to explore pre-capitalist perspectives is indicative of the fact that debate 
in this field is positioned almost exclusively within a market related context. This 
chapter's exploration of pre-market perspectives on participation is done in the spirit 
advocated by Collier (2012) as cited in Dufty-Jones, 2016) who urges researchers to 
approach analyses of  
… neoliberalism as though it were the same size as other things, and trace its 
associations with them, rather than allowing the concept to be simply a macro-structure 
or explanatory background against which other things are understood (p.12). 
In reference to the work of Collier et al., 2012 and Jacobs and Manzi, 2014,  Dufty-
Jones (2016) points to ‘…the need for housing research to reveal other expressions of 
power that can work alongside, contest, or to exist independently of neoliberal forms 
of government (p.12). She surmises that this is a way of bringing the epistemological 
tool of neoliberalism ‘…back down to size along with ways of reimagining and 
remaking it to serve alternative (progressive) solutions to contemporary and future 
housing issues’ (p.13). The attempt to bring neoliberalism down to size and re-frame 
participation is a task that is central to this thesis. 
In direct contrast to market notions of good economic citizenship, a pre-capitalist 
perspective does not position private tenure and paid-work as the cornerstones of 
good economic citizenship and reliance on common or public forms of land use as a 
form of welfare or dependence. Rather, land commons and local collaboration form 
the nucleus of a subsistence economy, and therefore are the hallmarks of good 
economic citizenship. This recognition is pivotal to understanding the relative nature 
of current participation constructs and related participation subjectivities. 
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3.4.1 The commons 
The study’s second aim, to explore the alternative participation subjectivities that 
emerged from public-housing residents’ engagement with an alternative participation 
rationality, draws on a notion of participation which is in no way new. Rather, this 
notion of participation can be traced back to a perspective found in the commons.  
In feudal England the common was an integral segment of the estate or manor which 
was owned by a lord. In this system an individual was typically born into the 
allegiance of local nobility and provided labour and military service to a land ‘lord’ 
in return for the use of the lord's land and his protection from invasion. This 
arrangement was characteristic of Europe in the eighth century through to medieval 
times (Neeson, 1993). Despite the fundamental structural injustices that existed in 
this feudal system, it nevertheless still contained elements of a subsistence economic 
and social structure in which commoners were able, as a basic expression of their 
rights, to subsist on common land, made possible by the availability and non-
commercial use of land. In this arrangement ‘commoners’ actually held joint legal 
rights over common land which was protected under common law (Yandle, 1992). 
Such law is drawn from ancient rights that preceded parliament’s statute law. In such 
cases it was ancient traditions, rather than any official documentation, that preserved 
the rights associated with commons.  The most widespread of these ancient traditions 
was that commoners were able to pasture animals on common land. They could also 
fish, take sods of turf for fuel, take gravel and sand and take wood. Peasant farmers 
typically had their own plots of land and could choose what to grow there and keep 
at least most of what they raised (Yandle, 1992). There was also the belief and 
practice that 
… if an Englishman could build a house on common land, raise the roof over their head 
and have a fire in the hearth between sunrise and sunset, then they could have the right 
of undisturbed possession (Harrison, 1989, p.135). 
This belief was actually incorrect. However, it was not until the Erection of Cottages 
Act 1588 (an Act against the erecting and maintaining of Cottages) which coincided 
with the emergence of enclosure laws, that the state made a legal stance against 
landless peasants ‘squatting’ on commons (Harrison, 1989; Basket, 1763). 
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While commoner land rights were indeed restricted and far from ideal in feudal 
times, the extent to which land remained unused by the nobility allowed the 
continuation of ancient subsistence traditions. However, under feudal exploitative 
conditions, these land rights were ultimately eroded and lost as it became profitable 
for the nobility to enclose the commons (Thompson, 1991). Clear parallels can be 
drawn between the enclosure of the commons, the agricultural revolution and the 
birth of capitalism proper.  
The point I seek to highlight in this chapter is that commoners retained, if only 
precariously, a form of subsistence access to land that was still direct, not tradable 
and not entirely subsumed by exploitative forces22. This economic and social form of 
good citizenship is remarkable only in that it can be directly contrasted with the 
reality of the contemporary market citizen, whose access to land and entire economic 
identity or citizenship, is now wholly subsumed by the market. The market, rather 
than any kind of direct relationship with land, has become ubiquitous as the location 
of ‘normal’ acts of participation. Even the notion of substantive citizenship social 
rights, that rests at the heart of Marshall’s (2009) welfare project, fails to recognise 
this alternative ‘active citizen’ who productively collaborates on commons. This is 
an oversight that has ultimately made the welfare state vulnerable to accusations of 
generating passive dependency on the market, or failing to conceive the active 
citizen, where substantive human rights are a project of entitlement and active 
citizenship cannot be conceptualised (Turner, 2002 as cited in Rogers, 2013). 
In contemporary western societies such as Australia all forms of direct rights to land 
have been eroded and ultimately lost, both in reality and in terms of principled 
constructions of rights—see for instance the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, 
which enshrines the right to work and the right to own property, but which has no 
recognition of a foundational right to land. It can thus be concluded that the 
participation perspective or rationality that shapes current participation subjectivities 
is directly informed by a neoliberal construction of participation. Public-housing 
residents, in terms of their use of common land and their efforts at local unpaid 
                                                 
22 David Boyle (2009) argues that ‘up until the late, 15th-century European social order was relatively stable. His 
analysis is of periods where the common people felt oppressed in certain regions, but often they were content 
with their lot. In, 12th-century England for example, there was almost no unemployment and the average 
commoner only had to work about, 20 hours per week’  
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collaboration, are in turn not recognised as good economic citizens. Instead, public 
tenure is at best seen as a stepping stone to ‘real’ or ‘normal’ economic citizenship, 
or, at worst, is seen as seen as the province of the needy or dependent—a site of 
flawed citizenship (Flint, 2003; Bauman, 1994).  
 
3.4.2 The enclosure of the commons 
To understand how we arrived at such a narrow and exclusive participation 
rationality, and how public-housing residents became so subjectified by this 
rationality, it is crucial that we understand the history of the enclosure of the 
commons. This is a process that directly corresponded with the agricultural 
revolution and the birth of capitalism proper
23
. 
While the feudal state had allowed, and even enshrined in common law, use of the 
commons (Yandle, 1992), the reality of aristocratic power and land control paved the 
way for the ‘enclosure of the commons’, when it became profitable to do so 
(Thompson, 1991). The enclosure of the commons was the process whereby the 
system of feudal commoner entitlements and communal use of arable land was 
gradually replaced by a system of private land management24 and a hardening of the 
notion of property in land (Blomley, 2007). Overton (1996) refers to this new 
relationship to land as a foundational shift in which secure land entitlements could be 
rented, used, sold and willed. Manning (1988) suggests that private property 
enforcement ‘had little precedent in law and was slow in the making’ (p.5). In fact, 
before the eighteenth century no reference or definition of private property was 
available in any legal form (Manning, 1988).  Legal commentators, such as 
Blackstone (1875) and Locke (1980) recognise enclosure as the instigating event in 
the creation of property. Because of its key significance, enclosure has been the 
                                                 
23 This first great accumulation of capital was the driving force behind Industrialization and the first factories and 
one of the key events that marked the birth of ‘capitalism proper’ - an ideology that found expression in, 1776 in 
Adam Smith's “Wealth of Nations" (Smith, 1970) which saw the birth of corporations that seek to maximize 
return to stock owners.  
24 ‘The Inclosure or Enclosure Acts were a series of United Kingdom Acts of Parliament which removed 
previously existing land rights – rights to carry out activities such as cultivation, cutting hay, grazing animals, 
using other resources such as small timber, fish, and turf or sometimes even living on the land. The majority of 
these acts were passed between, 1750 and, 1860. In, 1801 the Inclosure (Consolidation) Act was passed to tidy up 
previous acts. In, 1845 another General Inclosure Act allowed for the appointment of Inclosure Commissioners 
who could enclose land without submitting a request to Parliament. Under this process there were over 5,000 
individual Inclosure Acts and, 21% of land in England was enclosed, amounting to nearly, 11,000 square miles 
(28,000 km2)’. (UK Parliament website, 2013).  
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subject of wide-ranging analysis, with many scholars arguing about its causes and 
implications (George et. al., 1884, 1921; Neson, 1984, 1993; Marx as cited in Leary, 
1999; Thompson, 1991; Monbiot, 1994; Katz, 1993; Orwell, 2000; Boyle, 2003; 
Blomley, 2007).  
With new private property laws as a pretext, open fields were divided up and the 
communal element was systematically abolished (Pryor, 2011). The process reached 
its peak in the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, although its origins were in 
the birth of the agricultural revolution in the seventeenth century and in the idea that 
it was cheaper to make a lot of things in one place or the 'economy of scale'. 
Economies of scale, the rise of the share-holder enterprise and new controls of a 
semi-rural work force, all framed the birth of ‘capitalism proper’ (Smith, 1970) and 
began creating vast profits for the aristocratic and merchant landowners (Chambers, 
1982). It was the rise of this new economic mode of operation, and its resultant 
merchant elite that ultimately broke the hold of the older feudal and agrarian social 
and economic structures, and was at the heart of establishing a new world order and 
new construction of citizenship (Chambers, 1982).  
A hastening of enclosures was prompted by the English Civil War, dealing the final 
crippling blow to the supremacy of the monarchy and paving the way for the 
eighteenth century rise to power of the 'Committee of Landlords' (Moore, 1966, 
p.17), which ultimately became the English parliamentary system. While the shift of 
some power to the Parliament and the democratisation of the rule of law did to some 
extent rein in and qualify the power of the absolutist feudal state, with the loss of the 
commons people were arguably even more subservient and vulnerable to the 
exploitation and whims of the exploitative state (Thompson, 1991). While the 
enclosures made many landowners very wealthy, an ancient right was stolen from 
ordinary people. Those who depended on the commons for their subsistence were 
systematically shut out25 (Moore, 1966, Thompson, 1991; Blomley, 2007). 
Blomley documents the ways in which peasants were literally ‘shut out’ of commons 
For the yeoman [nobleman’s attendant], a hedge was a protective barrier: for the 
commoner it was an illegitimate divider. For the former, the hedge materialised the 
private property owner’s right to exclude: for the latter, it was an affront to the 
                                                 
25 The enclosure movement reached its peak from 1760 to 1832. (Moore, 1966). 
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commoner’s right not to be excluded. As a marker of ownership, it signaled [sic] an 
illegitimate encroachment upon common right (p.15). 
There can be little doubt that enclosure was a dispossession from land that can be 
directly paralleled by the dispossession experienced by indigenous cultures 
throughout the world during European colonisation. Of this, Tawney (1912) states 
Reduced to its elements their [the commoners] complaint is a very simple one, very 
ancient and yet very modern. It is that what in effect, whatever lawyers may say, has 
been their property, is being taken from them. To take into your hand what is other 
men’s land, that is the grievance. To restore common to common again that is the 
obvious remedy (p.333-334). 
With similar sentiments George Orwell wrote  
In the case of the enclosure of the common lands, which was going on from about 1600 
to 1850; the land-grabbers did not even have the excuse of being foreign conquerors; 
they were quite frankly taking the heritage of their own countrymen, upon no sort of 
pretext except that they had the power to do so (2000, George Orwell,  As I please, 
Retrieved from URL). 
This dispossession from land, which for many was considered a criminal act, stood at 
the heart of much political resistance to the enclosure and the industrialisation which 
followed. This resistance can be seen in the peasant riots of the time26 (Manning, 
1988; Martin 1983) and the political writings and movements associated with 
agrarianism: The Diggers27, George and Busey’s writings (1921), Tuma (1965), 
Akram-Lodh (2007) Howkins (2002), Oliver Goldsmith, deploring rural 
depopulation, (1965) and contemporary resistance movements such as George 
Monbiot’s The Land is Ours 28 (Monbiot, 1994). Marxist historians point to enclosure 
as a highly significant period of class conflict, where the bourgeoisie emerged and 
where the English peasantry was undermined (Katz, 1993).29  
                                                 
26 ‘Angry tenants impatient to reclaim pastures for tillage were illegally destroying enclosures. Revolts swept all 
over the nation, and other revolts occurred periodically throughout the century (Thomson, 1991, p. 237).  
27 The Diggers wished to establish the earth 'a common treasury for all'. They began at the conclusion of the 
English Civil war. 
28 Land is Ours was established in 1990 by George Monbiot. It is a British land rights movement working toward 
achieving access to the land. 
29 ‘By the fifteenth century, peasant communities in England had effectively put an end to the lords' capacity to 
extract an economic surplus in the form of feudal rents. Unable to maintain or reinstate the institution of serfdom, 
the landlords responded to their predicament by abandoning customary arrangements in favor of economic rents 
on their lands, in effect carrying out the so-called ‘primitive accumulation’ by stripping the peasants of the 
conventional guarantees to their holdings, reducing them to commercial tenants or agricultural wage laborers. The 
result was the distinctive development of agrarian capitalism in England, with its characteristic three-tiered 
relation among a large landlord, typically an aristocrat, a capitalist tenant farmer, who made the main economic 
contribution, and dispossessed peasants now relegated to proletarian status’ (Katz, 1993, p.367).  
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E P Thompson states that enclosure ‘…made the poor strangers in their own land’ 
and that ‘It would be fair to say that our people resisted tooth and nail against being 
turned into the working class’(p184). An old English anonymous protest folk poem 
(circa 1764) captures some of the spirit of this anti-enclosure feeling:  
They hang the man and flog the woman 
That steal the goose from off the common, 
But let the greater villain loose 
That steals the common from the goose (McGrea, 2004).    
The most vulnerable members of village society, those who had both subsistence 
economy and social frameworks dependent on commons, were further marginalised 
in their ability to provide for their basic needs by land enclosure. Enclosure making 
commoners landless labourers, they had to work for whatever the holders of capital 
were willing to pay (Neeson, 1993).  
From the fifteenth century to the nineteenth, evaluations of common right were 
inseparable from the larger question of enclosure and the engrossment of small farms. 
For enclosure meant the extinction of common right and the extinction of common right 
meant the decline of small farms: ‘Strip the small farms of the benefit of the commons’, 
wrote one observer, ‘and they are all at one stroke leveled to the ground (Neeson,1993, 
p.15). 
Many dispossessed commoners moved to the swelling cities created by the industrial 
revolution where they often died working in factories (Thompson, 1991). Perlman 
(1969) famously stated that 
Poor people are found in pre-agrarian and agrarian societies on every continent; if they 
are not poor enough to be willing to sell their labor when the capitalists arrive, they are 
impoverished by the activities of the capitalists themselves. The lands of hunters 
gradually become the “private property” of “owners” who use state violence to restrict 
the hunters to “reservations” which do not contain enough food to keep them alive. If 
men were collectively not disposed to sell their lives, if they were disposed to take 
control over their own activities, universal prostitution would not be a condition for 
survival (p.16).  
Having nothing except their ability to work, those forced off the land became the 
industrial working class of the nineteenth century known as the 'proletariat' 
(Thompson, 1991). In keeping with economic scholars like Adam Smith (1970), 
workers’ labour was reduced to rationalised economic units, where many peoples’ 
roles involved narrow and repetitive, such as machine feeding (Thompson, 1991; 
Shaw-Taylor, 2001). Terrible factory conditions were resisted with armed rebellion, 
machine breaking and executions of mill-owners (Neeson, 1984; Blomley, 2007). 
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Starvation was used to force whole communities into accepting exploitative work 
practices, making the late eighteenth and early nineteenth century a period of 
unprecedented brutality and poverty for many people (Thompson, 1991). While this 
period of drastic social and economic change occurred during and after the re-
articulation of rights and responsibilities in the English, French and American 
revolutionary constitutional struggles (Thompson, 1991), it is sobering to consider 
that the transition from feudal to parliamentary rule, and the agricultural and 
industrial revolutions which accompanied this transition, facilitated one of the most 
exploitative and poverty stricken social and economic periods in European history 
(Thompson, 1991; Katz, 1993; Neeson, 1993).  
While the French Revolution and the English Civil War (as well as the American 
War of Independence) are historically characterised as democratic uprisings against 
oppressive, elitist and feudal states (Lauren, 2011), the reality was somewhat less 
progressive. Where the feudal state had once bestowed on commoners subsistence 
opportunities in the rights and responsibilities equation, the new market state 
privatised and enclosed land, redefining citizenship rights not in terms of common 
law access to land but in terms of the rightful access to buy property and have that 
property protected by the state, and in the citizen’s responsibility to enter market 
employment (Thompson, 1991; Katz, 1993; Neeson, 1993; Howkins, 2002). This 
market-oriented notion of rights and responsibilities sits, to this day, at the heart of 
the articulation of human rights in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UN 
General Assembly, 1948), where it is stated that: ‘Everyone has the right to own 
property alone as well as in association with others.’ and ‘Everyone has the right to 
work, to free choice of employment, to just and favourable conditions of work and to 
protection against unemployment.' (Articles 17 and 23). This conception of 
citizenship, enshrined by the UN General Assembly in December 1948, places both 
property ownership and market employment as the nucleus of both rights and 
responsibilities.  
This historic account of the relationship between the state and land has been designed 
to provide a critical deconstruction of participation and how notions such as 
citizenship have been deployed by the state as a technology to construct particular 
participation subjectivities. This critical account is central to the positioning of 
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participation in contemporary western countries like Australia and is consequently 
central to the positioning of public-housing residents and their particular 
participation subjectivities.   
 
3.4.3 Colonisation and indigenous displacement 
To understand the migration of a market-oriented participation perspective from 
Europe to the rest of the world, there is no better example than that of Australia. Here 
we take one further step towards understanding the arrival of contemporary 
participation subjectivities to Australian public-housing residents. 
The spread of private property and market modes of participation to the world came 
from Europe, a good example being the British colonisation of Australia (Roberts, 
1969). By 1831 the Colonial Office, using land grants to attract settlers, had fulfilled 
their role in the first stage of European nation building and was able to get on with 
the land privatisation that was now prevalent under England’s enclosure laws. 
(Appleyard and Lanford, 1979; Roberts, 1969; Cameron, 2000)
30
. This came in the 
form of the Ripon Regulations, which asserted that land would be sold rather than 
granted from 1832  (Burroughs, 1965; Roberts, 1969).  
For Australian aboriginal peoples this process of land enclosure and privatisation of 
land was even more alien than it had been to European commoners (Frost, 1981; 
Verran, 1998; Rose, 2000) who, despite the terrible economic and social shock of 
losing access to the commons, did have a history of early agrarian capitalism with 
feudal landlords (Wood, 1998). In a statement that goes to the core of an indigenous 
pre-capitalism rationality and directly contrasts it with land privatisation, Oodgeroo 
Noonuccal 31, in her address at the conferral of an honorary doctorate by Macquarie 
University in 1988 stated that 
This Aboriginal land will never accept and will always be alien to any race who dares 
try enslave her. Aborigines will always be the custodians of their conventional lands, 
regardless of any other enforced law system, for the land is our mother. Aborigines 
cannot own her, for she owns us (as cited in Yerbury, 2003, p.143). 
                                                 
30, 1831 The year of the Ripon Land Grant, which attracted many settlers to Australia.  
31 Oodgeroo (1920-1993) was a poet and activist. She came from the Noonuccal Clan (Stradbroke Island). Also 
known as Kath Walker. 
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This indigenous land perspective is most famously expressed by Chief Seattle of the 
Dwamish Tribe, who, in a letter to the US President Franklin Pierce stated:   
How can you buy or sell the sky—the warmth of the land? The idea is strange to us. Yet 
we do not own the freshness of the air or the sparkle of the water. How can you buy 
them from us? (as cited in Edgeman & Hensler, 2001, p.87). 
Prior to European settlement, aboriginal people had established patterns of shelter 
and participation based on thousands of years of subsistence hunting and gathering 
that involved an intimate knowledge of and connection with land.  
This relationship with land was more characteristic of the sort of pre-capitalism 
experience of subsistence commoners in Europe who, aboriginal in their own right, 
had drawn on generations of intimate connection with their environment. Of the shift 
from subsistence connection to the new agricultural processes that enclosure was 
synonymous with, the, eighteenth century poet John Clare (1982) laments ‘Enclosure 
came and [left] “…birds and trees and flowers without a name’ (p2). This intimate 
understanding about land was an indigenous subsistence subjectivity that was 
entirely different to that of the emerging capitalist land privatisation and the 
agricultural revolution it was associated with.  
While many conventional indigenous economic and social structures are themselves 
constructed, their non-commodified relationship to land is unarguably more direct 
than contemporary market property constructions. As difficult as it might be for 
modern market citizens to conceive of the fact that our current economic 
participation form is only one interpretation of economic reality, it was clearly 
evident to many indigenous communities who experienced the economic methods 
brought by colonisation as a sudden and stark contrast to their own experienced 
reality.  
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3.5 Conclusion 
Both pre-enclosure commons and pre-colonial indigenous subjectivities on land, 
housing and participation remind us that the market discourse dominating housing 
and participation, social policy discourse and policies can be contrasted by another 
very different perspective and discourse. This alternative discourse contains within it 
notions that fundamentally reshape thinking about good economic citizenship in 
terms of housing and participation. In this pre-capitalism subsistence perspective, we 
meet a fundamentally alternative economic citizen. A citizen whose independence, 
productivity and integrity come from a direct and intimate relationship with common 
land and subsistence collaborative participation, rather than from private land 
ownership and selling of their labour in the market. This historic and contextual 
account of participation is the foundation of both of the aims of this study. It 
reframes participation so as to help the first aim's re-evaluation of residents’ 
subjectivities and the second aim's alternative participation subjectivities. 
This historic and contextual account of participation is crucial in helping this thesis 
frame and understand housing and participation subjectivities for social housing 
residents—who are themselves on public land and often not in paid-work. It provides 
the perspective needed to identify the market rationality that dominates tenant-
participation programs, and it may have potential to propose an alternative path with 
different implications for participation subjectivities. Having explored the origins of 
a market construction of participation and housing, the next chapter traces the advent 
of a market discourse through modern housing policy, and shows how that discourse 
has played a foundational role in shaping tenant-participation programs and public 
housing resident participation subjectivities. 
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CHAPTER 4 CONTEMPORARY MARKET 
PARTICIPATION SUBJECTIVITIES  
4.1 Introduction 
Moving on from the exploration of a pre-capitalist participation perspective in 
Chapter Three, this chapter continues the socio-historic account of participation by 
tracing the evolution and institution of modern capitalist participation discourse and 
policy. This is an account of the binding of good economic citizenship to paid market 
participation and private housing. The dark side of this discourse is the construction 
of the flawed economic citizen who, for one reason or another, fails in these two 
hallmarks of good economic citizenship. This chapter traces this flawed citizen 
discourse from the dispossessed and criminalised commoner, through to the ‘morally 
corrupt’ slum dweller and finally to the ‘welfare dependent’ and ‘socially excluded’ 
contemporary flawed market citizen. This socio-historic account of participation is 
developed in accordance with this thesis’s methodological commitment to 
historicism (see 3.2), which encourages researchers to locate individual or group 
subjectivities within the context of broad structural discourses.  
To undertake this task, the chapter begins where chapter three left off and follows the 
dispossessed agrarian or subsistence subject into their new economic reality: as 
landless, working-class urban slum dwellers (proletariat) in the post-industrial age 
(the latter part of the nineteenth century). Here we meet a subject shaped by flawed 
citizenship discourses of criminality and moral deficiency. 
The second part of the chapter explores the emergence of the Keynesian inspired 
welfare state in the late 1930s and throughout the 1940s, where state policy and 
discourse began to employ Fordist methods directed at war re-construction, slum 
clearance and providing a state welfare infrastructure as a platform for market 
citizenship. The chapter then turns to the later part of the 1950s and the 1960s, 
where, having staved off the worst economic effects of the Depression and the war, 
we find a renewed commitment to liberal market ideology culminating in the 
neoliberal ethos of the 1970s and 1980s. It is as part of this neoliberal ethos that 
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welfare dependence becomes a key focus of government discourse and policy 
intervention. 
This leads into a review of policy and discourse of the late 1980s and the 1990s, 
where neoliberal discourse began its focus on empowerment and social inclusion—
discourses based on the assumption that not only a person’s good economic 
citizenship, but their very self-actualisation or human potential is equated with their 
market integration (in terms of paid-work   and private housing). 
The chapter then turns to recent discussions about citizenship where we can observe 
a transition in the social contract from Marshall’s (2009) notion of universal and 
unconditional, or substantive, social rights, towards notions of active citizenship and 
conditional rights, where neoliberal governmentalities employ the technology of 
responsibilisation (see 2.5.3), to venture yet further down the path of a normative 
account of participation that is lodged in the market. 
It is within this socio-historic contextualisation of participation that the participation 
subjectivities of the public-housing residents in this thesis are located. In this work, 
market conditioning is shown to have a direct influence on those who took part in 
this study, and how, as social housing residents (who were largely not in paid-work), 
they understood and experienced their (flawed) citizenship. This chapter establishes 
the context for the first and primary aim of this study, which is to explore and 
understand the participation subjectivities of Hope Street public-housing residents. 
This review also lays the foundation for the second aim of this study—the 
exploration of an alternative type of participation space for public-housing residents. 
It identifies the need for participation spaces (such as the ‘Village’ participation tool 
explored in this study) that attempt to move beyond a market integration agenda, and 
instead make room for public forms of housing and cooperative forms of ‘non-
market’ engagement as valid acts of good economic citizenship—as they were in 
pre-capitalist societies. 
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4.2 The dispossessed commoner (pre 18th century)  
To continue the story begun in chapter three of the changing state constructions of 
participation subjectivities, the first part of this chapter explores the criminalisation 
of dispossessed feudal commoners and Australian indigenous people. In England, 
with widespread land dispossession caused by eighteenth century land enclosure, 
many families were uprooted (Thompson, 1991). This, combined with very poor 
labour conditions, meant that crime increased rapidly and England’s legal system 
hurriedly created multitudes of new laws to keep pace with the crime that land 
enclosure was creating (Corrigan & Sayer, 1985). Between 1688 and 1820 the type 
of capital offences recognised under law grew from around fifty to over two-
hundred—mainly concerned with offences against property (Corrigan & Sayer, 
1985). With 1723’s ‘Black Act32’ fifty new offences were created in one step 
(Rogers 1974). Machine breakers and food rioters Enclosure rioters were transported 
to Australia and Machine breakers and food rioters were put to death.   Even the 
smallest transgressions were filling overcrowded prisons and hulks
33
. The inability of 
those dispossessed from land to adjust to this new world order drove them to commit 
acts that were designated 'criminal', or the new 'flawed' citizens of the new market 
capitalism. 
Likewise, in the creation of Australia’s land grant conditions (and the eventual 
selling of land in 1832), very little if any provisions were made for Indigenous 
people (Appleyard and Lanford, 1979; Frost, 1981; Cameron, 2000). While Arthur 
Philip, as Australia’s first Governor, was under instruction to follow British Law and 
engage with the Indigenous people in a just and fair way (Evans, 2003), the whole 
notion of what was fair was, for Indigenous peoples, built on an entirely alien and 
fundamentally incongruous market rationality and relationship to land (Frost, 1981; 
Verran, 1998; Rose, 2000). The application of the Latin expression terra nullius, or 
‘land belonging to no one’, allowed the British to claim possession of Australian land 
(Frost, 1981). This ownership mentality, along with Euro-centric notions of land 
development, allowed the British to erroneously see Indigenous people as non-
                                                 
32 The Black Act, so called because private property ‘looters’ were known to paint their faces black, introduced 
the death penalty for over 50 criminal acts related to private property (Rogers.1974). 
33 Hulks were decommissioned ships that were used by authorities as floating prisons in the 18th and 19th 
centuries (Colledge 1969). 
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workers or people who did not engage in trade, construction or manufacturing and 
therefore did not deserve property rights (Frost, 1981)34.  
Just as land rights and subsistence participation had been disregarded in the 
enclosure of the English commons (Thompson, 1991; Neeson, 1993; Orwell, 2000), 
so too were the ancient traditions held by aboriginal people (Frost, 1981). As land 
was increasingly fenced off (Australia’s own enclosure of commons), the Indigenous 
people found themselves locked out of ancient hunting and camping sites. The 
majority of Settlers did not allow them to enter their grants (Appleyard and Lanford, 
1979). An example of this was the Canning Rivers where the Beeliar clan could not 
go anywhere near the river without danger because of land grants (Lines, 1991). It 
was here, during these early Australian land enclosures, that a transition occurred 
from a subsistence mode of economic operation—a form of citizenship which 
tolerated and even enshrined access to ‘common’ land—to a system where private 
property and market engagement became the absolute basis for economic citizenship. 
Those who did not conform to this new rationality were criminalised, thus creating 
some of Australia’s first flawed citizens. To have any kind of critical understanding 
of today’s public-housing residents (and their status as flawed citizens), as is the first 
aim of this thesis, it is imperative to contextualise this understanding within the 
history that ultimately led to this flawed citizenship.  
 
4.3 Early market subjects (turn of the twentieth century) 
This next part of this chapter follows this dispossessed agrarian or subsistence 
subject into their new state-constructed identity as a landless, working-class urban 
slum dweller (proletarian) in the post industrial age, and the flawed citizenship 
discourses of criminality and moral deficiency that were used to rationalise their 
poverty, exploitation, resistance and punishment. 
                                                 
34 Frost (1981) states: ‘In not having reached the stages of domesticating animals or of maintaining an 
agriculture, especially in not offering a political entity capable of negotiating on behalf of the whole society, in 
European eyes the Aborigines had not subdued and cultivated the Earth so as to obtain 'dominion' over it. In 
Locke's description, New South Wales was one of those great Tracts of Ground which (the Inhabitants thereof not 
having joyned with the rest of Mankind, in the consent of the Use of their common Money) lie waste, and are 
more than the People, who dwell on it, do, or can make use of, and so still lie in common.’ (p520)  
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Despite hopes that Australia’s new settlements would not degenerate into the urban 
squalor left behind in England
35
, the pressure to house people quickly—caused first 
by forced convict transportations and then several decades of rapid urban expansion 
(following the gold rushes of the1850s)—resulted in shanty towns, which gradually 
grew into large, overcrowded slums (Blee, 2010). In the first decades of the twentieth 
century, Australia had begun to recover from a savage economic depression that had 
afflicted the nation during the 1890s (McLean, 1997). With no real system of 
welfare, many people were subject to terrible poverty (Fitzgerald, 1987). 
Liberal market ideas clearly informed notions of good citizenship. As such, the 
prevailing housing was private rental (which in 1911 made up 45 per cent of 
households), and ownership (accounting for 50 per cent) (Hayward, 1996). In 
keeping with this liberal market ideology, direct subsidisation of housing was seen as 
destroying incentive in the poor to work, as well as limiting the opportunities for the 
better off to provide charity (Haywood, 1996).36 The state citizenship narrative was 
absolutely clear: good market citizens were those who successfully integrated into 
the market, while those who ended up in slums were products of their own 
criminality and moral deficiency. In this discourse we see the progression of the 
good and flawed market citizen discourse, from feudal and indigenous subjects, who 
were broadly constructed as savage criminals belonging to an inferior breed, to the 
twentieth century working-class slum dweller, whose lower class was characterised 
as morally precarious, lazy and even criminal.  
While poor housing conditions did eventually become the subject of public 
discourse, this was mainly because of the perceived health, crime and morality 
related dangers that poor housing conditions posed to the wider society. Flowing on 
from the flawed citizenship discourse, this was a public health debate focused on the 
morality and behavior of people living in poor conditions (Pugh, 1976). This debate 
followed a moral discourse brought directly from England led by moralists such as 
Henry Mayhew (1851), who in the late nineteenth century condemned slum dwellers 
for their moral delinquency, related to such things as high levels of cohabitation 
                                                 
35 It was Arthur Phillip who vowed that the fledgling Sydney “never be allowed to degenerate into the urban 
squalor left behind in England” (NSW DoH, 2002, p.11).  
36 Policy reflected general attitudes to welfare in nineteenth century Australia which featured voluntary charity as 
a social ideal with government fulfilling a facilitating role and providing some funds (Haywood, 1996).  
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without marriage and illegitimate births37. In such ways, Wilton (1998) points out 
that slum clearance became associated with moral cleansing. A prime Australian 
embodiment of this was seen in the anti-slum movement of the late nineteenth and 
early twentieth centuries, where poor housing conditions were related directly to 
'vice' and 'low standards of human behavior' (Pugh, 1976, p.8). A specific example 
can be found in Fitzroy in Melbourne in the first part of the twentieth century. The 
press of the time routinely ‘… exposed the ever-present dangers that supposedly lay 
within the recesses, lanes and narrow streets creating ‘The Shadows of Fitzroy’ 
(Birch, 2004, p.2). The often melodramatic reportage that followed such headlines 
drew upon the 'bare facts' of the Fitzroy story and promised to expose the 'truth' 
about the district's apparently sordid culture (Birch, 2004, p.3).  
Just as the political and legal discourse and policies following the enclosure of the 
commons had criminalised the poor and dispossessed, discourses associated with 
moral deficiency were used to continue to implicate people in their own alienation 
and poverty. In essence, what we find here is the ongoing and evolving construction 
of the flawed market citizen. The poor and dispossessed, by virtue of their own 
failings, were alienated from successful (market) economic participation and the 
many benefits that come from personal positive traits such as morality, intelligence, 
diligence and industriousness. Again this evolving flawed citizenship theme (now 
related to moral deficiency) takes us a step closer to understanding the positioning of 
contemporary social housing residents, and the sort of participation subjectivities that 
have been carefully manufactured by the state to promote a market-oriented notion of 
citizenship. 
 
4.4 Keynesian inspired welfare state  
This section explores the Keynesian inspired welfare state, where we find the 
emergence of a new state discourse related to economic stimulus in times of global 
economic depression and war reconstruction. Here we find state discourses 
associated with slum clearance and lifting flawed citizens out of poverty and into 
                                                 
37 concerns later debunked by computerized matching of data files that showed rates of cohabitation were quite 
low—under 5%—for the working class and the poor. 
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market citizenship, an economic imperative consistent with emerging notions of the 
welfare state and substantive human rights, such as can be found in Marshall’s 
human rights project (2009). In this way, this section briefly explores the large 
Australian capital investment in public housing following the Great Depression 
(1939-1949) and the end of the Second World War (WWII) (1945), a period that 
marked the so called ‘Golden Age’ of Australian public housing. In this period, 
market failure (the Great Depression) and the impacts and experiences of war were 
responded to with Keynesian style government market stimulus. The key argument I 
make here is that this golden age was mostly a response to serious market failure, 
and never really represented more than a fleeting adjustment to the liberal market 
discourse in an attempt to rescue and revive the ailing market. The market was 
reworked, but the state never shifted from the fundamental rationality or resultant 
discourse around ‘good citizens’, which remained exclusively coupled to the market 
in terms of paid-work   and private forms of housing. In spite of the failings of the 
market in this time, an unwavering state orchestrated ideological dedication to 
private housing ownership and a construction of the good market citizen was 
maintained through this period and promoted with renewed fervor as soon as 
economic circumstances permitted.  
While western social reformers had begun to uncover the severe misery of the urban 
poor in the late nineteenth century (Harloe, 1995), the liberal ideology—that 
governments should avoid direct roles in housing provision, because it would 
interfere with free markets—was only really challenged as late as the twentieth 
century by a series of market failures that threatened the very survival of the market 
system itself (Hayward, 1996). In reality, housing for poorer people in Australian 
cities had been seriously insufficient since European colonisation. While this poor 
housing had prompted some limited response by governments in the very early part 
of the twentieth century (Troy, 1992)38, large scale capital investment in housing was 
a very new feature, belonging to the post-depression, post-WWII world (Hayward, 
1996). In this crisis it became very difficult for the state to ignore an economically 
                                                 
38 An experiments in government housing intervention occurred as early as, 1912; when the New South Wales 
government built and managed the Dacey Gardens estate as State owned rental housing. It was to have comprised 
nearly, 1,500 dwellings. By the end of the decade, because of “a sequence of political, administrative and 
circumstantial problems,” (Pugh op cit p, 12), Dacey Gardens was perceived as a failure, and the scheme was 
aborted after the completion of only around 300 houses. 
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alienated and increasingly destitute population, a population that essentially 
represented middle Australia (Hayward, 1996). This political crisis, the emerging 
Keynesian notion of an expanded role for government (Keynes, 1937), along with 
Fordist methods of state manufacturing inspired by state war efforts, all combined to 
allow a new era of state-sponsored investment and construction (Hayward, 1996). 
While this investment did importantly appease the increasingly legitimate demands 
of the left, it was a program essentially dedicated to stimulating the level of 
economic activity through direct capital spending (Marsden, 1987). This prompted 
brief periods of public housing expansion, both in the late 1930s when New South 
Wales, Victoria and South Australia established their housing authorities, and also 
between 1945 and 1956 under the initial Commonwealth State Housing Agreement 
(CSHA)39. 
This particular economic circumstance in Australia, Europe and the USA 
corresponded with and facilitated the realisation of new and emerging ideas such as 
Marshall’s new theories of substantive citizenship rights. While Marshall’s 
citizenship focus primarily responded to concerns about the general poverty of the 
post-war working class in England, his notion of substantive rights sought to 
universally include all those who had been previously excluded, believing social 
citizenship rights needed to ensure that citizens '…live the life of a civilised being 
according to the standards prevailing in the society (Marshall, 2009, p.8). 
It was in this period and in this context that we began to see the emergence of the 
western liberal welfare state, born as it was from economic crises and the emerging 
fiscal stimulant Keynesian imperative. In short, Keynesian-inspired state spending 
was representative of an essential adjustment to the discourse and policies 
perpetuated by the capitalist state. In this highly unstable and dynamic economic and 
political climate the previous policies of subsidisation of private purchase of houses 
(such as was seen in the Homes for Heroes initiative) became hopelessly insufficient 
because the Depression had effectively put home ownership out of reach for the 
majority (Marsden, 1987). In response to this situation, state governments pursued a 
series of reforms which resulted in both Victoria and New South Wales establishing 
                                                 
39 Beginning in 1945, Australia has had a public housing program. This is when the first Commonwealth-State 
Housing Agreement (CSHA) was established. 
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housing authorities and taking on roles as housing developers and landlords. These 
economic conditions and the new political discourse resulted in 1943 in the 
establishment of the Commonwealth Housing Commission by the Federal Labor 
Government. This commission produced a national report which promoted broad 
state intervention. More than just a ‘welfare’ program for the poorest members of 
society, (in true Keynesian fashion) it was envisaged that this would jump start the 
economy (Hayward, 1996).  
While public housing as a tenure was not yet divorced from good economic 
citizenship at this time, the key point is that this stimulus program was not conceived 
of as any kind of alternative to the free market, but rather as a specific stimulus 
program related to the Depression and WWII, and so was short-term by design. The 
state continued its slum clearance discourse in keeping with an ongoing liberal 
ideology: including discourses associated with Fordist-type redevelopment; 
economic stimulation and discourses associated with the emerging liberal welfare 
state. In other words, this state intervention, despite the lamentations of liberal 
purists, was in no real way an alternative to the dominant liberal ideology of the free 
market, but was rather an attempt to sustain it. According to Grieg (1995)  
…probably the dominant [plan] by 1945, saw state provision of housing as a necessary, 
though temporary, means of overcoming the acute post-war housing shortage and 
anticipated a time when these extraordinary measures would be reversed in favour of the 
private market (p.34-35). 
Likewise, Haywood’s (1996) review of Australian public housing tells us: 
The long term history of public housing in Australia is one in which successive 
Governments have at best been reluctant landlords, and the period from 1945 to 1956 is 
best understood as a partial exception to this general trend (p2). 
Even during this so called ‘Golden Age’ of investment in public housing there were 
very strong beliefs about the social value of propagating housing ownership to the 
working-classes. In this regard, home ownership was seen as being integral to 
conservative beliefs and values such as ‘…thrift, self-help, [and] independence’ 
(Kemeny, 1977, p.48-49). In other words, and crucially for this thesis’s 
understanding of citizenship governmentalities, home ownership was a key hallmark 
of good citizenship. Kemeny (1977) cites many examples of such ideological 
positions of politicians. For example, he quotes the 1943 Premier of Victoria, Sir 
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Albert Dunstan introducing a Housing Bill in the Victorian Parliament. Dunstan 
states that if someone was able to buy a home they were 
... an exemplary citizen’ whose house was’... a symbol of achievement, purpose, 
industry and thrift (as cited in Kemeny 1977, p.49).  
In this same regard the Premier of Queensland, Mr. Gair, stated in 1954 that 
Home ownership encourages a sense of responsibility and is an antidote to any of the 
’isms’ that may exist here40. If man is given a stake in the country his sense of 
responsibility and citizenship is increased (as cited in Kemeny, 1977, p.48).  
Kemeny goes on to cite the 1953 Deputy- Premier of Queensland, Mr. Duggan:  
[Home ownership] would not only make a better citizenry generally, but also would 
promote greater industrial harmony. I feel that if a workman owned his house and 
therefore had a great interest in it, he would be disinclined to be influenced by 
extraneous matters raised by a few demagogues (p.48).  
Kemeny concludes that key to all these beliefs is the expectation that home 
ownership would encourage people to: 
… work hard in order to save for the deposit, that they would plan ahead and commit 
themselves to a long-term investment, and that in general home-owner- ship would 
result in a committed, hardworking and privatised home-oriented populace (p.48). 
About this historical market fixation he states 
One of the most pervasive myths which has become almost universally accepted in 
Australia is the idea that home ownership is inherently the most superior form of tenure; 
a belief which finds expression in the elevation of home-ownership into 'The Great 
Australian Dream'. This, together with political beliefs about 'a property-owning 
democracy', combine to produce what is undoubtedly the most powerful ideology in 
Australian social and political life (p.47). 
In this continued state discourse the state infuses housing ownership into the 
fundamental discourse around good citizenship. Here we see a process of 
subjectification, where the subject is informed of their core rights and responsibilities 
as determined by the state. As such, state discourse has never wavered from a liberal 
market ideology and the assertion that home ownership represents an absolute ideal 
and a hallmark of good-citizenship.  
Following the economic downturn of the 1930s and early 1940s, like most western 
countries Australia went through a sustained period of economic prosperity in the 
                                                 
40 A key argument was that ‘home-ownership would make the average worker a capitalist’ as well as being a 
‘response to the threat of communism’ (Gaha, 1945, p. 6257).   
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years between 1945 and 1973 (Hayward, 1996). With improved economic 
circumstances and with the election of the conservative Menzies Government in 
1949, the political commitment to Keynesian economic stimulus and the consequent 
‘golden era’ of public housing investment came to an end. While the Menzies 
government was willing to support some degree of public housing, with a particular 
focus on high rise developments41, its main objective was to re-affirm the pre-War 
focus on home ownership (Bourassa, Greig & Troy, 1995; Hayward, 1996; Berry, 
1999). The 1956 Commonwealth State Housing Agreement (CSHA) was 
renegotiated to reassert this ownership priority (Pettigrew, 2005). In this new CSHA 
thirty per cent of public housing funds were redirected into schemes dedicated to 
promoting the purchase by public housing tenants of the homes they rented. 
According to Haywood (1996) of the various major changes to the1956 CSHA, this 
encouragement of public housing sales was by far the most significant. Broadly 
speaking, this was a period which reduced Federal subsidies for public housing and 
returned priority to funding policies related to affordable ownership rather than state 
tenancy. As illustrated in Table 4.1 this was a period that facilitated the decline of 
public housing. Under a conservative government, the 1961 and 1966 CSHAs 
reinforced this policy of home ownership. (Kemeney, 1983).  
  
                                                 
41 In the 1960s in Victoria and NSW we saw the redevelopment of inner city 'slum' areas into high rise flats. The, 
1960s was also the decade of the broadacre estate. The economies of scale and the success of smaller estates were 
the major drivers in the pursuit of this style of development. The broadacre estate was also consistent with the 
conditions of the, 1956 Commonwealth State Housing Agreement, with up to half of constructed dwellings owner 
occupied (Pettigrew, 2005).   
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Table 4.1 CSHA Dwelling Sales by State Housing Authority, 1945/6-1968/9. Number 
and % of Total CSHA Sales 
 
                            Source: Jones, 1972, p. Tables 68-73. (As cited in Hayward, 1996, p.17) 
Having staved off the worst economic effects of the Depression and WWII, Australia 
entered an era of renewed commitment to liberal market ideology and continued 
along the path of state-constructed notions of good citizenship tied to private forms 
of housing and paid market participation. Even from the political left very little if any 
resistance was mustered against this massive sell-off and dismantling of public 
housing. Hayward (1996) points out that as a movement, Labor was largely 
preoccupied with improving pay and conditions. Home ownership was even 
supported by the far left. The Australian Communist Party argued that '…ownership 
of property, for the purpose of extracting a profit out of others causes injustice, but 
not the ownership of property for one's own use' (Communist Party of Australia, 
1957, as cited in Hayward, 1996, p.16). With very little resistance from the left, and 
within the economic and political context outlined here, the private housing market 
grew unfettered year to year. The ownership rate increased from fifty-three per cent 
in 1947 to seventy per cent in 1961 (Bourassa et al., 1995). 
This sale of public housing is portrayed by many housing scholars like Kemeny as 
the effective end of a legitimate public housing system in Australia. Haywood (1996) 
however, suggests that it simply represented the inevitable return, in response to the 
economic crisis of the 1930s and 1940s, to a position that was only temporarily 
85 
 
deviated from. In other words, viewed through a governmentality lens, the capitalist 
state rationality was unwavering in its efforts to manufacture market subjectivities in 
its citizenry. In this discourse, good citizens were taught to recognise themselves and 
others by their paid-work   and private housing. Flawed citizens were conversely 
identified by lack of these key hallmarks.  
 
4.5 Neoliberalism, 1970s (1970s to currently) 
This part of the chapter reviews participation policy and discourse from the latter part 
of the 1970s through to current times. In this period, we find a renewed commitment 
to liberal market ideology culminating in a neoliberal ethos. In this ideology, notions 
of passive welfare and welfare dependence become key themes and concerns of 
government discourse and policy intervention (Saunders, 2000). These themes mark 
a considerable discursive move to a neo-conservative narrative, positioned in the 
discourse of culture and character. This neo-conservative critique directly links the 
welfare state with social pathologies (Shaver, 2002). This leads to a review of policy 
and discourse in the late 1980s and 1990s, where neoliberal discourses move from 
welfare dependence to a focus on personal ‘empowerment’ and social ‘inclusion’, 
discourses predicated on the assumption that one’s very self-actualisation, or human 
potential, is equated with market integration. In this same light, the chapter will also 
turn to recent discussions about citizenship, where we can observe a transition in the 
social contract from Marshall’s (2009) notion of universal and unconditional social 
rights, towards ideas of active citizenship and conditional rights. In this way, rights-
based citizenship perspectives are giving way to obligation-centred perspectives 
(Fuller et al., 2008). 
This part of the chapter further establishes a context for the first aim of the study as it 
demonstrates that resident participation subjectivities (notions of good and flawed 
citizenship) do not emerge in a vacuum. Rather, social housing residents by the very 
nature of their public tenure, are increasingly being positioned as ‘dependent’ 
(flawed citizens). What is more, they are increasingly forced to demonstrate this 
dependence to qualify for housing support (Lupton, 2003).  
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Neoliberalism first emerged in the 1970s, which was a time of slowing economic 
growth and peaking home ownership (Berry, 1999). In this atmosphere, the expense 
of the welfare state was becoming seen as an unsustainable and unnecessary drain on 
public finances. These concerns and criticisms were indicative of a significant 
ideological movement that had emerged within Australian politics (Berry, 1999). The 
Keynesian view, which saw the need for temporary government investment to 
remedy temporary market failure, was fast being replaced by an aggressive return to 
an increasingly fundamentalist liberal market ideology. An economic perspective 
appeared that was commonly referred to in Australia as economic rationalism 
(Pusey, 1991; Toohey, 1994), and more widely known as neoliberalism (Peck & 
Tickell, 2002; Peck, 2001). In a return to pre-Keynesian market conservatism, this 
ideology promoted smaller government through reduced taxes with spending and 
regulation in the name of free markets as the prime driver of economic growth 
(Beder, 2006). Neoliberalism has had a profound impact on government policy and 
related services (McGuirk, 2005; O’Neill & Moore, 2005; Pusey, 1991). Tax rates 
for high income earners were to be reduced and social spending was to be pared 
back, or at least strongly ‘welfareised’ and targeted to those on the very lowest 
incomes. In short, where state participation had been viewed as necessary to revive 
the economy, it was now viewed as problematic and even counterproductive. As a 
direct expression of this neoliberal ethos ‘welfare dependence’ became a key concern 
and theme of government discourse and policy intervention (Engels, 2006).  
From this period in the 1970s up to current times, various Australian governments 
have pursued a number of discursive and policy interventions that have further 
asserted a market construction of good economic citizenship (Beer & Pieters, 2005; 
Dodson, 2006; Darcy, 2010). Key among these policy and discursive shifts are those 
that have occurred within housing policy. Shifts in state housing discourse and policy 
are particularly pertinent to the shift toward neoliberalisation broadly. Dufty-Jones 
(2016) argues that 
From analyses of privatisation processes of social housing, to tracing the precursors and 
fall-out of the Global Financial Crisis (GFC), the connections between neoliberalisation 
and housing have been made by commentators and academics alike (p1). 
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She further argues that 
… housing is not only an object of neoliberal governance but is also an important tool 
employed in the pursuit of wider neoliberal governmentalities (p.1). 
In this way, housing is a tool (or technology) employed to manufacture broad 
neoliberal subjectivities (Dufty, 2007; Flint, 2002; Flint, 2003; McKee, 2008; 
Dodson, 2006). Key neoliberal shifts in housing, briefly elaborated on in this chapter 
include  
1. The greater targeting of public housing to the poorest citizens only (firmly 
positing public housing as ‘welfare’ housing and private housing as being the 
domain of good economic citizens). 
2. The state manufacturing of individual market subjectivities among public-
housing residents. This includes the privatisation of housing supply to 
manufacture a quasi-consumerist social housing market.  
3. A new wave of discourse and policy which is committed to redirecting 
unemployed and public-housing residents into employment and private 
housing, including such broad social policy narratives as empowerment, 
social inclusion and neighbourhood effects and specific policies such as 
social mix and Centrelink’s Mutual Obligation (contractual obligations for 
the unemployed to seek paid-work   and engage in activities such as 
vocational study and work for the dole).  
This chapter briefly outlines these three major areas of participation, housing 
discourse and policy, tracing the ways in which each of them incrementally shifts 
towards a neoliberal or market-oriented construction of: good economic citizenship 
(labour force participation and private housing). Understanding the implications of 
these neoliberal discourses and policies is essential to bringing this context chapter 
into the present and the current construction of the participation subjectivities of 
public-housing residents. Such an understanding is central to this thesis’s critical 
contextualisation of the participation subjectivities of public-housing residents. 
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4.4.1 Targeting of public housing to the poorest citizens 
In tandem with the selling of Australia’s public housing was an increased focus on 
high need as the key determinant of housing eligibility (Foard et al.,1994). This 
residualisation of public forms of housing represents a drastic shift in policy, 
discourse and perceptions of public housing. Less than one fifth of public residents 
were receiving a rental rebate right up to the 1960s (Hayward, 1996). These 
demographics reflect a much broader notion of public housing, one in which good 
economic citizens could still reside in and make a respectable (good citizen) life for 
themselves in public housing. Fast forward to the early 1990s and the picture of 
public housing looked very different in Australia. According to the Productivity 
Commission (2004), of the 346 000 public housing households 90 per cent were now 
receiving rental rebates, many of whom were disability and aged pensioners.  Far 
from being the sort of third tenure or ‘at cost’42 rental housing that scholars like 
Kemeny (2002) advocated for, public housing transformed into a highly marginal 
tenure that could only be accessed by citizens with highly complex needs 
(Community Services, 2012; Victorian Government, 2013).  
In its most recent incarnation, public housing has become, politically and culturally, 
the province of individuals who have failed in their economic citizenship (flawed 
citizens). In turn, stigma and dependency subjectification for public-housing 
residents has become increasingly acute (Birdsall-Jones, 2012; Atkinson & Jacobs, 
2008; Palmer & Arthurson, 2004). In the effort to uphold private forms of housing 
and paid forms of work as the central obligation of good economic citizens, 
economically flawed citizenship has become the only qualification for public 
housing ( 4.5.1) (Darcy and Rogers, 2014; Flint, 2003). The increasing 
characterisation of dependency and even moral failure of public-housing residents—
as seen in stigmatisation and in prejudicial media representation, such as in SBS’s 
recent Housos television show43—is testament to their flawed citizenship and 
dependency status in society (Birdsall-Jones, 2012). 
                                                 
42 Kemeny (2002) claimed that public housing could be delivered ‘at cost’, meaning government would not have 
expenditure that would exceed that which they could charge in affordable rents. Public housing would cost less 
than private housing because landlords and banks would not be profiting. 
43 ‘Housos’ is a satirical television series parodying people living in public housing in Australia. It was created by 
Paul Fenech for SBS.  
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4.4.2 Individualised market subjectivities  
In keeping with a new focus on welfare dependency, neoliberal discourse and policy 
shifted away from systemic notions of poverty, in which poverty could be attributed 
to structural problems of the capitalist state, and instead focused on individual 
responsibility, in which the individual possesses a specific set of problematic 
circumstances. Responsibility for responding to those choices could then be 
considered the domain of the individual themselves and their relationship with the 
private sector (Peck & Tickell, 2002). In this regard, influential arguments were 
waged in favour of neoliberal approaches to housing, such as a demand rather than a 
supply-side approach to housing assistance (Jones, 1972; Oxley, 1987; Kemp, 1997; 
Ditch, Lewis & Wilcox, 2001; Hulse, 2002). Demand-side approaches to housing 
assistance mean that rather than relying on state public housing delivery, housing 
subsidies are now increasingly provided through cash payments or Commonwealth 
Rent Assistance (CRA)44, the spending of which is left to the individual in the private 
market, unlike previous rental rebates which were given as a rent concession to low-
income earners within public housing. While successive Federal governments have 
overseen a general decline in the overall supply of public housing since its Golden 
Age, demand-based subsidies, which promote individual consumption choices in the 
private rental market, have become dominant (Dodson, 2006) (see Figure 4.1). While 
this demand assistance has been an instrument of government policy since the late 
1950s (Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute, 2001), it was only since the 
late 1980s that it achieved dominance in Australian housing policy (Social Security 
Review, 1987). CRA is seen as '…a way of managing public housing shortages, a 
stop-gap measure used to assist the many households who would in earlier periods 
have been able to access public housing’ (Jacobs et al., 2007, p.904). 
In 2002-2003 about 143,752 householders received support through a combination of 
rental assistance (thirty-four per cent of the 2002-2003 national spend) and bond 
loans or grants (fifty-eight per cent). This type of demand assistance has now 
                                                 
44 Commonwealth Rent Assistance (CRA) comprises ongoing payments to households in receipt of income 
support payments and/or family benefits. This is supplemented by private rental support payments (PRSPs) 
which, since the late, 1990s, have "provide[d] financial assistance to households moving into private rental 
accommodation and [...] offset the risks associated with late rental payments and other debts" ([28] Jacobs et al., 
2005, p., 2).  
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effectively reshaped housing assistance in Australia as well as many other countries 
(Dodson, 2006). 
 
Figure 4.1 Australian government housing assistance expenditure 
Commonwealth State Housing Agreement (CSHA) and Commonwealth Rent 
Assistance (CRA), 1992–2002 (In 2001/2002 AU$). 
 
 
Source: Productivity Commission (2003 #91; table, 16A.74). Sourced from Dodson (2006) 
 
As indicated in Figure 4.1, CRA dramatically increased as a proportion of the CSHA 
though the1990s, with as many as 45 per cent of households in the private housing 
market receiving rent assistance by the mid-1990s - which has remained near that 
level since (Australian Senate, cited in Hulse, 2002). More than a third of CRA 
recipients face the worst affordability outcomes of any group in Australia (AIHW, 
2009). They pay more than the commonly used affordability benchmark of thirty per 
cent of income on rent. This stands in stark contrast to public housing renters, whose 
rents are set at twenty-five per cent of income to achieve an affordability benchmark 
(Yates & Milligan, 2007). 
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Market-oriented demand housing policies have been accompanied by market-
oriented housing terminology, where terms like ‘customer’ have become central to 
policy vernacular. (Jacobs & Manz, 1996) refer to the use of terms like customer as a 
… deliberate endeavour on the part of policy-makers and managers to alter perceptions 
of staff towards consumers of services. Therefore, models of 'tenant' or 'client' are seen 
as no longer appropriate due to connotations with the idea of a 'dependency culture'. The 
new model of user choice is consciously linked to market processes (pp.547-8).  
Inherent within this shift from public housing supply to demand side subsidies like 
CRA and the increasing use of market vernacular like customer, is an acceptance of 
the marketisation of the state’s responsibility for housing.  Demand subsidies are 
indicative of a governmental strategy to create greater market and individual 
subjectivities and, while maintaining a minimal safety net, incrementally remove the 
state from such roles as housing supplier. As made known by the Ministry of 
Housing Spatial Planning and the Environment (2001), there has been an attempt to 
position the ‘…individual rational consumer…’ at the nucleus of housing policy and 
have them ‘…assume more responsibility…’ for their housing (p.7). In this regard 
housing is increasingly being perceived more as a market object and less as a human 
need.  
Other than the analyses provided by Hulse (2002), there has been little analysis of 
Commonwealth Rent Assistance (CRA). However, it is clear that the increasing 
prevalence of CRA, and the increasing use of market vernacular that has come along 
with it, demonstrates an incremental neoliberalism in housing policy (Dodson, 2006). 
In all of these incremental neoliberal shifts we can trace a general move away from 
the state’s role in retaining land to secure a citizen’s basic rights.  
Directly related to the neoliberal shifts in policy and vernacular outlined above is the 
disposing of the term ‘public’ housing and the emergence of the term ‘social’ 
housing.  The introduction of the term in the 1990s clearly signified that 
conventional public housing, from this time on, was to be seen as only one of a 
number of possible structures of housing provision. It allowed public housing and 
community housing to be compared and evaluated against each other in a way not 
previously considered (Pawson & Hulse, 2011). With the CSHA capital funds now 
being replaced by Commonwealth rental subsidies paid directly to public tenants and 
with tenants now being referred to as ‘customers’, this new arrangement positioned 
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community housing as competition to the previously dominant state housing 
authorities. Known as choice-based lettings (CBL), this approach was originally 
conceived in the Netherlands in the early 1990s. It quickly spread to Britain and soon 
after to Australia. CBL is as a quasi-consumerist practice to substitute a command 
and control style of operation, commonly used in this sector to regulate access to 
social housing (Pawson & Hulse, 2011). 
In the Australian context, the 2003 CSHA (for the period 2003–2008) obliged SHAs 
to develop partnerships with Non-Government Organisations (NGOs) as way of 
providing more consumer choice (FACS, 2003; Jacobs et al., 2004). The post 2007 
federal Labor government continued these themes by setting out a reform agenda for 
public housing that included more choice, referring particularly to choice of housing 
provider in a more diverse ‘social’ (as opposed to ‘public’) housing sector (Pawson 
et al., 2011). Speaking directly to this agenda, in 2009 the federal Housing Minister, 
Tanya Plibersek, as cited in Pawson (2011) suggested that 
… surely we should be able to provide people with a short list of available properties 
that they are eligible to rent and allow them to choose (p.119). 
The rationale underlying the growth of community housing was that ‘multiple 
providers increase the choices available to tenants as ‘consumers’ and to government 
as the ‘purchaser’ of social housing services, and that choice in turn results in 
outcomes more tailored to the individual needs of applicants’ (Jacobs, 2004, p.250). 
Dodson (2006) also outlines the belief that more choice would create greater self-
determination and responsibility from tenants. He points out that in this regard 
Australia is following the direct lead established in the UK green paper Quality and 
Choice: A Decent Home For All (DETR, 2000) where: 
…tenants have been transformed from passive recipients of state beneficence to rational 
choice oriented housing consumers who select among a range of alternative sources of 
housing that which most closely matches their self-identified needs and purchasing 
capacity (cited in Dodson, 2006, p.6).  
Governmentality scholars like Dodson (2006) point out that these ‘choice- oriented’ 
reforms, which seek to privatise supply, are inspired by a pervasive New Labor ethic 
of ‘responsibilising the consumer’ and withdrawing the state from provision of 
services. From this perspective, the deployment of the rational consumer of housing 
‘…signifies a neoliberal governmentality in operation’ (Dodson, 2006, p.230). It is 
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assumed that in getting individuals to exercise choice in regard to their housing that 
the inefficiencies of the housing system will be sorted out and (significant to the first 
aim of this thesis) help to condition market citizens. This has been interpreted as ‘…a 
wonderful example of the neoliberal method of governing through freedom’ (Cowan 
& McDermont, 2006, p.72). In this employment of governmentality, Rose argues 
that contemporary citizens are not simply ‘free to choose’ but ‘obliged to be free’ (as 
cited in Pawson, 2011, p.120). 
In Australia, advocacy of CBL, and its claim of providing ‘choice’ has evoked 
skepticism, mainly in view of the high level of residualisation of public housing and 
the high demand relative to supply (Pawson & Hulse, 2011; Hulse & Burke, 2005). 
Despite clear limitations to the whole concept of CBLs in the Australian context, 
Gilmour and Milligan (2012) report that the: 
… small but fast growing not-for-profit sector has expanded through the introduction of 
private finance, a tax credit scheme, stock transfers, planning incentives and an 
economic stimulus package. (p.176) 
They also point out that, since 2008 it has been the not-for-profit sector, and not the 
public sector, that is primarily responsible for increasing the supply of social housing 
in Australia. Pawson et al (2013) observe that '…more than 20,000 former state 
owned-and-managed homes have been transferred to community housing 
associations since 2000 (p.1). 
Pawson (2013) further observes that 
…the scale of such initiatives looks set to be ramped up substantially, with three states 
announcing major new management transfer programs since 2012. These include 
Tasmania, which has determined to hand over a third of its public housing to non-
profits, and Queensland which plans to transfer at least 90 per cent of its entire public 
housing portfolio (over 50,000 properties) to the non-government sector by 2020 (p.1). 
The inability to provide greater choice aside, non-profit community housing 
associations are promoted as being able to operate at arm’s length from government, 
as well as access additional funding to support better tenancy services, improved 
property management and new house building. Beyond this there are claims that non-
profits are better situated to facilitate community engagement (Pawson et al.,2013). 
While such benefits are debated ( for instance argument provided by residents in 
Pawson et al.,2013) and while, even if true, it is arguably difficult to justify such an 
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extensive handover of public housing assets to the private sector, on the basis of the 
reasons outlined above what seems more comprehensible is that these transfers are 
part of a much broader neoliberal movement to dismantle and privatise what is 
conceived as a failed and defunct welfare state (Peck, 2010; Turner, 2002). By 
handing over and dismantling state welfare assets neo-conservatives are effectively 
extracting the state from the centre of welfare policy and thus attacking the problem 
they see at the heart of dependency: the sense of entitlement that has been fostered by 
Marshall’s notion of substantive human rights and the paternal welfare state (Raco, 
2000). 
If it is private charities offering welfare services as was the case prior to the welfare 
state (Pugh, 1976) it is clearly charity, and not the realisation of any kind of 
substantive right. In this way we see an incremental neoliberal movement away from 
notions of entitlement, that land can be held as a common for housing and that a 
person could participate in non-market ways.  
In a neoliberal account of participation, a good citizen is a market citizen, clearly 
identifiable by their private housing and paid-work   in the marketplace. The question 
posed by this thesis however, is that if there is a legitimate non-market way to 
exercise economic citizenship from a common land foundation, might the state be 
chucking the baby out with the bath water—by selling off public land as part of its 
endeavour to reduce state welfare dependency? 
 
4.4.3 Neoliberal discourse 
Third and finally, a state-facilitated discursive backdrop has closely accompanied 
and legitimised the incremental neoliberal reforms and consequent changing 
participation subjectivities discussed so far. The 1980s and 1990s saw new 
overarching discourses focused on notions of ‘empowerment’ and ‘social inclusion45’ 
(Perkins et al., 1995; Cruikshank, 1999; Newman, 2001; McDonald et al., 2005; 
Clarke et al., 2007). 
                                                 
45 Throughout the 80s and 90s social inclusion as an idea achieved a degree of prominence in European 
Commission and European Union deliberations on anti-poverty programs. Social Inclusion is a philosophy that is 
consistent with the wider emergence of the 'active society', (in many Western welfare states including Australia) 
advocated by the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (Deacon, 1994) 
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McKee et al., (2008) position this shift as one that has:  
… injected irrevocable change into the public sector where the local governance 
vernacular is now manifested vis-a -vis empowering discourses, such as user 
involvement, collective decision-making, local control and so forth (p.133). 
A governmentality critique of empowerment as a discourse and policy approach 
suggests that while a liberating potential may exist in the process of empowerment46, 
it is still fundamentally a relationship of power because it is designed to shape and 
direct human conduct, that is, produce specific subjectivities, towards particular ends 
(Cruikshank, 1999). With a market rationality lying behind this empowerment 
discourse, market integration and independence from the state become the main ends 
to which the subject is directed (Isin & Wood, 1999; Rose, 1996; Flint, 2003). Flint 
(2003) argues that: 
…conduct is rationalised as the ability of subjects to create the means for their own 
consumption, primarily through gaining access to the labour market [and that] this 
involves investing in themselves as ‘human capitalists’ (p.614). 
This approach to empowerment promotes human capital and self-esteem as a means 
of reducing welfare dependency (Rose, 1999; Walters, 1997; Cruikshank, 1996). 
Similarly, Flint (2003) makes the point that it is not just autonomy that is devolved in 
any attempt at empowerment, but also the responsibilities of neoliberal citizenship. 
From this governmentality perspective the empowerment project is not necessarily 
any better or worse than any other type of government intervention (Cruikshank, 
1996; McKee, 2008). Should individuals choose not to adopt certain subjectivities, 
their behaviours are in turn problematised. As Bauman (1998) outlines: 
… individuals unable or unwilling to undertake these ‘normalised’ acts of consumption 
become conceptualized as flawed consumers, with a particular focus on the deficiency 
of those reliant on allocated, as opposed to chosen, goods (p.614). 
In the context of a market-led society, empowerment discourse has increasingly 
become part of a neo-conservative agenda where lack of empowerment is uncritically 
associated with lack of market engagement (Shaver, 2002). Under the influence of 
this new empowerment and social inclusion discourse, the welfare state has shifted 
away from the idea of the passive welfare safety net, designed to counter the 
polarising effects of capitalism, towards a welfare state now more engaged in the 
                                                 
46 Empowerment’s earlier incarnation was a project unequivocally committed to subject self-determination 
(Freire, 1972). 
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political process of promoting responsibility and active citizenship (Clarke, 2005). In 
this neo-conservative take on empowerment, a subject's self-worth is made reliant on 
their success in market integration. 
In a more recent incarnation of this market discourse and policy focus we see 
reforms associated with the idea of ‘social inclusion’, and the move from the welfare 
state to the 'active society'. In this vein, discussions about citizenship have again 
come to the forefront in recent times, featuring in welfare discourses and policy 
development throughout much of the western world (Dean, 1995; Shaver, 2002). 
Debate about the nature of citizenship rights and responsibilities is central here 
(Dwyer, 2004). In this citizenship discussion we can observe a transition in 
government discourse on citizenship, from Marshall’s (2009) notion of universal and 
unconditional social rights, towards notions of active citizenship, conditional rights 
and '…an extension of individual obligations' (Giddens, 1998, p.65). In this regard it 
is increasingly believed that Marshall’s theory of substantive human rights is one of 
entitlement, where ‘active citizens’ cannot be conceptualised (Turner, 2002 as cited 
in Rogers, 2013). In this vein, broad critiques associated with state welfare 
dependence characterise Marshall’s project as unsustainable. The central concern 
goes to Marshall’s notion of unqualified rights, rights which seemingly are available 
without responsibilities (White, 2000).  
It was these very concerns that were to characterise Tony Blair’s ‘New Labor’ 
approach to welfare reform in the 1990s. In short, Blair, (as cited in Lister, 1998), 
characterised his social inclusion project as an attempt to 
…modernize the welfare state; to turn it into an ‘active’ welfare state that promotes 
personal responsibility and individual opportunity as opposed to what is characterised as 
a ‘passive’ welfare state that encourages dependency and lack of initiative (p.11).   
Social inclusion became the key weapon of Blair’s New Labour battle to assert a new 
consensus that transverses the politics of both the socialist left (of ‘old’ Labour) and 
the right of Thatcher’s ultra conservatives (Lister, 1998). To underline his 
commitment to this new focus or 'third way', Blair chose the location of a London 
public housing estate to give his very first speech as Prime Minister. The thrust of the 
message he delivered was that ‘all should be given opportunity’ and that ‘from all 
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responsibility was demanded’, or no ‘rights without responsibilities’ (as cited in 
Giddens, 1998, p.65). 
This brought the idea of conditionality to welfare policy and social rights more 
broadly, which Labor sought to apply in a wide range of sectors in the UK (Dwyer, 
2004; Lister, 1998; Powell, 1999). In terms of citizenship, this represents a 
… recasting of state civil society relations in which state organisations are being 
exhorted to develop the techniques to enhance the capacities of individuals and 
communities to enable them to take more responsibility for their own actions and future 
welfare (Raco, 2000, p.2188). 
The New Labour perspective increasingly distanced itself from conventional left 
notions of equality and substantive rights in favour of those of equality of 
opportunity. This new focus is embodied in a focus on employment, skill 
development and education which are, as opposed to welfare, considered to be the 
remedy to social exclusion (Lister, 1998). In this regard the message is in no way 
uncertain ’work not welfare’ represents the path to social inclusion.  
While the focus on the active citizen in itself is not original,47 Britain’s ‘New Labour’ 
focus represents the dawning of a new political consensus, where it has become 
accepted from both sides of politics that social rights, and any dependence on the 
state, do not come without a reciprocal market commitment from the individual 
(Lister, 1998).  While certain commentators argue that this extension of citizen 
obligations violates the lack of conditionality and the substantive nature of human 
rights at the core of Marshall's vision of citizenship48 (Dwyer, 2004) support for 
welfare conditionality has, by and large, been embraced by state authorities and 
policy makers throughout the western world. With this lead from New Labour, the 
renegotiation of rights and responsibilities began to direct policy across Europe (Van 
Oorschot, 2000); in the USA (Deacon, 2002; Prideaux, 2001; Australia and 
elsewhere (Goodin 2000)49.  
                                                 
47 It was, for example, part of the Thatcherite ideology for encouraging voluntary and community behaviour in the 
context of a reduced role for the state ( Kearns, 1995). While conditionality has examples in British welfare 
history (Powell, 2002) a vital difference in current social policy is the extent to which a principle of conditionality 
had suddenly found such a degree of political consensus. 
48 This position holds that substantive rights such as rights to housing, health and quality education should be 
provided by the state – and that with such a secure foundation as this the subject will naturally participate in the 
paid labour market (Dwyer, 2004) 
49 In the 1990s, a key focus of welfare reform in the US has been ending the right to welfare. This has also 
become a central focus Australia (Deacon 2002a).  
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In Australia, from the beginning of the 1990s, unemployed people have increasingly 
been required to meet requirements to receive their benefits.  (Kinnear, 2000). This 
idea came to a head at the end of the 1990s, when the Howard Government applied 
the notion of responsibility instigated under the policy banner of mutual obligation 
(Kinnear, 2000)50. In this mutual obligation policy setting, failure to fulfill one’s 
‘obligation’ to the marketplace (through job search, work-for-the-dole or other 
employment related activity) resulted in the withdrawal of welfare benefits.  
If western state conditionality discourse and associated policy is the benchmark, 
Marshall’s taxonomy of citizenship has become defunct, as has the welfare state 
which sought to realise it (Powell & Hewitt, 1998). With this conclusion of 
Marshall’s unconditional substantive rights, and its replacement with conditionality, 
the message is clear—the obligation of all good citizens is to the market. Failure to 
comply, or demonstrate dependency as the only alternative, is punishable by ceasing 
of state support and ultimately destitution, or total dependence on family or private 
charity. In such a context, the subjectification of citizenry participation is absolute—
one must either demonstrate dependency or they must participate in the market. 
 
4.4.4 The moral case for market participation 
A moral case for market participation can be found in the work of White (2000). At 
the heart of White’s argument is his idea that people are what he calls ‘Homo 
reciprocans’, or willing to accept that they must contribute, provided others do 
likewise and that such conditionality stops people depending on others (Dwyer, 
2004). In fervent agreement with White, American thinker Lawrence Mead (1986) 
argues that ‘…only those who bear obligations can truly appropriate their rights’ 
(p.257). These moralistic arguments were at the heart of Tony Blair’s speech on New 
Labour's approach, when he argued that '…the basis of modern civic society is an 
ethic of mutual responsibility or duty. You only take out what you put in. That's the 
bargain.' (1997, ‘Will To Win’ Retrieved from URL). In extension of this reciprocity 
principle, White argues that ‘as a condition of eligibility for welfare benefits the state 
                                                 
50 ‘From July, 1st, ‘2000 all job seekers were made subject to increased activity testing through the ‘Preparing for 
Work’ initiative, an agreement they are required to sign setting out a set of activities that they will undertake and 
for which they can be penalised if they do not.  Over the years, Mutual Obligation activity tests have been applied 
increasingly to certain categories of long-term unemployed people’ (Kinnear, 2000, p.1). 
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may legitimately enforce responsibilities, which centrally include the responsibility 
to paid-work' (2000, p.507). Mead (1997; 1986) argues that it is entirely appropriate 
for paternal authority to be exercised by the state to require individuals to return to 
paid-work. Mead, (as cited in Dwyer, 2004) further argues that the obligation of 
compulsory work conditions for those receiving benefits ‘…re-establishes their right 
to be regarded as citizens [and] restores their right to equal citizenship status’ 
(p.268).  
The emphasis in a number of western societies has increasingly been upon paid-work   
as an obligation of citizenship. Indeed, all too often it is seen as the primary 
obligation: 
Paid employment has become the key to citizenship, and the recognition of an individual 
as a citizen of equal worth to other citizens is lacking when a worker is unemployed’ 
(Pateman, 1989, p.184).  
To enforce this citizenship obligation, White (2000) argues for ‘welfare 
contractivism’, or what has been termed ‘conditionality’, where reluctant individuals 
are forced into employment activities by the application of benefit sanctions. This 
moral logic, where reciprocity is made synonymous with market commitments, has 
made its way into political discourse and welfare policy (Goodin, 2000). As part of 
New Labour’s reasoning for active citizenship, Frank Field (as cited in Lister, 1998) 
the 1997 Minister for Welfare Reform in Tony Blair’s first cabinet, stated  
our [welfare] reform agenda is dominated by a new emphasis on responsibilities as well 
as rights: the responsibility of parents, absent and present, to care, emotionally and 
materially for their children; the responsibility of adults of working age to work; the 
responsibility of welfare recipients to take opportunities to escape from dependency 
(p.222). 
By equating parental responsibilities with responsibilities to paid-work, Field is 
asserting that all citizens have an inherent and commonsense commitment to the paid 
labour market. This relationship between responsible participation and the paid 
labour market is at no point interrogated or even questioned in the broader 
participation debate, or the broader dismantling of the welfare state.51 In these 
                                                 
51 Arguments that question market integration of all subjects such as Lister’s argument about the social value of 
stay at home parents and carers or argument about structural unemployment are still essentially confirming the 
idea that economic participation is restricted to the ubiquitous market. They appear to ignore the possibility that 
there are other legitimate forms of economic engagement. 
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normative and moralistic assertions we can see a powerful neoliberal 
governmentality at work—unequivocally positioning a market rationality at the 
centre of citizens' intrinsic responsibilities. This moral subjectification is put in 
absolute terms and without critical analysis.  
Bauman (1976) criticises such uncritical moral assertions as having falsely 
conceptualised society in ‘nature-like’ terms. It has done this, he argues, by 
strengthening the key role of obvious knowledge or ‘common sense’. Bauman (1976) 
argues that critical social research must challenge the ‘very daily existence which 
renders common sense so placidly, if not fatuously, assured of its righteousness’ 
(p.36). When it comes to the assumed obligation to the market, there has been very 
little of such critique. Many arguments we see as critiquing the dominance of market 
notions of participation fail to present an alternative economic form of participation. 
For example,  arguments that point to the way that the market fails to provide 
everyone with satisfactory and meaningful opportunities (Cartwright & Holmes, 
2006), and those waged by such commentators as Lister (2002), who suggest that 
‘…the activity of caring for children or older people is as valuable to society as paid 
activities that are classed as productive’ (p.521) (see also Young, 1995)—really just 
provide qualifications and exceptions to market participation, rather than envision an 
alternative forms of good economic citizenship.  
The marketplace has achieved an almost ubiquitous position in the economic 
citizenship participation debate, where non-market forms of participation are forced 
into a secondary position at best and do not qualify one for full citizenship (Mead, 
1997). In terms of the participation subjectivities being explored in this study, such 
subjectivities are understood to be emerging from within this ubiquitous market 
context. Despite the existence of other economic spaces—such as the pre-capitalist 
participation spaces outlined in chapter three, which are still prevalent in much of the 
world today (Gibson-Graham, 2010; Bollier, 2014)—in this participation paradigm, 
public forms of housing and lack of paid employment are uncritically equated to lack 
of reciprocity (White, 2000), unfulfilled conditionality (Mead, 1997) and ultimately 
flawed citizenship (Bauman, 1998; Mead, 1997). This dominant neoliberal ideology, 
which has inextricably fused citizenship participation together with market 
integration, has clear and profound implications for the shaping of participation 
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subjectivities for public-housing residents, who, for one reason or another, do not 
have the capacity or perhaps even the desire to perform their participatory 
obligations within a market context.  
 
4.5 How the neoliberal state constructs welfare dependence 
In this section, Housing NSW’s Eligibility Application and Centrelink’s52 Activity 
Test are analysed to demonstrate how tangible the construction of dependency is for 
those who, for one reason or another, find themselves alienated from market 
constructions of participation (private housing and paid employment). The 
documents analysed here, and their underlying policy directives, were specifically 
selected because they are key interfaces between state welfare policy and discourse 
and public-housing residents who are accessing these housing and income support 
services. These documents are instructive in terms of the subjectivities they 
engender. They demonstrate the way in which state policy has established a clear 
binary, where one is either a market citizen in private housing and paid-work   or a 
welfare dependent who has to initially and routinely demonstrate dependence as a 
key credential for qualifying for public housing and income support. 
That these services are inextricably linked to dependency, also links them to flawed 
citizenship (Bauman, 1998). With dependency being the focus of these programs, 
and with the bottom end of the labour market and the private rental market being the 
alternative on offer, little oxygen is left for anything other than developing and 
demonstrating dependency or integrating into the market. In this situation, positive 
subjectivities related to non-market forms of participation can run contrary to and are 
even, as outlined in this data, unauthorised and disallowed by Centrelink as part of a 
relentless attempt to direct the unemployed into paid employment. The binary is 
increasingly absolute: the neoliberal state demands market integration or, as the only 
acceptable alternative, a clear demonstration of dependency.  
 
                                                 
52 Centrelink is an Australian Federal government statutory authority delivering services such as income support. 
As an employment agency, Centrelink also makes sure those on benefits are undertaking activities related to 
finding paid employment 
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4.5.1 Dependency - a key qualification for housing eligibility 
By providing a discourse analysis of key government directives and housing 
eligibility criteria, this section demonstrates the way in which initial and ongoing 
dependency has become the principal qualification for social housing eligibility. As 
such, it is dependency, and not the sort of empowerment participation subjectivities 
implied in tenant-participation programs, that is positioned at the core of resident 
security.  
In keeping with the emerging neoliberalisation of welfare policy, in its 1996 housing 
agreement with the States the Howard government moved towards targeting social 
housing to ‘…those who most need it’ (Government of Australia, 1999a,  p.3). This 
change meant ‘the tightening of eligibility requirements, the culling of waiting lists, 
and the end of expectations of lifetime tenure’ (p.3) (see also Morris, 2013). The 
housing agreement eventually signed off with the States in 1999 asserted this 
directive. Embodying this, Housing NSW now states that  
Applicants with complex housing needs are interviewed to assess the urgency of their 
situation. They must demonstrate they are in need of urgent housing and are not able to 
rent privately (Family and Community Services, 2012, p.1). 
Consistent with the federal policy directive, Housing NSW asserts serious high-need 
issues such as homelessness, [poor] mental health and disability as the key eligibility 
determinants (State of Housing in Australia, 2012; Housing NSW, 2012). After a 
detailed income assessment in questions 16 to 19 of their eligibility application, 
questions 22 to 31 are dedicated to assessing these high need areas.  
 
This includes such questions as: 
22. Are you homeless at the moment, such as living on the streets, in a squat or in a car?  
23. Do you have somewhere safe to stay tonight?   
24. Are you seeking housing assistance because you need to leave the place you are 
staying and you have nowhere else to live? Is your current accommodation unsuitable, 
unhealthy or unsafe?  
26. Are you seeking housing assistance because of violence?   
27. Do you or anyone on this application have a disability or ongoing medical 
condition?  
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31. Are there any other reasons you need housing assistance? 
(Housing NSW 2012, pp.7-10). 
These are all questions that clearly assert high-need (or dependency) as a key 
qualification for eligibility. Similarly, ACT’s Executive Director of Housing & 
Community Services, Maureen Sheehan (State of Housing in Australia, 2012) refers 
to shifts in eligibility to high-need as their ‘Best Initiative’ and states that: 
Increased targeting to those most in need means income is now no longer the key driver 
of eligibility
53
, but is considered alongside:  
• homelessness, 
• mental health or medical issues, 
• disability, including frail-aged carers, 
• women and children escaping domestic violence, 
• Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people facing complex issues and private rental 
market discrimination or exclusion, and 
• children at risk and their carers (p.2).  
Beyond NSW and the ACT dependency as a qualification for eligibility is clearly 
reflected by other state housing authorities such as Victoria’s Department of Human 
Services on their website:  
We aim to prioritise people who are in urgent need because of homelessness or other 
critical circumstances. [and] Many factors influence the waiting time for each 
application. These include: households approved for early housing54 are assisted ahead 
of wait turn55 applicants (Victorian Government, 2012, Eligibility, Retrieved from 
URL). 
Similarly, in 2006 the Queensland Department of Housing introduced a new strategic 
direction that asserted 
 needs-based assessment underpinning a client intake and assessment process 
 targeting higher-cost housing assistance, such as social housing, to those who 
are in greatest need 
                                                 
53  It is clear that the focus of Australian public housing provision has changed significantly since the 1940s from 
a policy of equal provision to all in need (as assessed by an income test), to the current situation where public 
housing is only really available to those “in the greatest need” (Stevens, 1995 p.82).  
54 ‘Early housing, which is for people who are homeless and receiving support, people with a disability who have 
significant support needs, and people with special housing needs’(Victorian Government, 2012, Eligibility, 
Retrieved from URL) .  
55 ‘Wait turn, which is for all eligible people on low incomes’ (Victorian Government, 2012, Eligibility, 
Retrieved from URL). 
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 a variety of changes to eligibility, including the introduction of an assets test and 
ongoing eligibility rules (as cited in Queensland Department of Communities 
Housing and Homelessness Services, 2011, p.8). 
Since the introduction of this needs-based assessment, the NSW Department of 
Communities Housing and Homelessness Services (2011) announced that 'Almost 
90% of all allocations of social housing are now being made to people with very high 
needs for housing assistance' (p.9).  
With social housing waiting lists now growing because of a significant increase in 
the cost of private housing, and with social housing waiting lists now well in excess 
of ten years (Family and Community Services, 2012), various measures are being 
considered to prioritise applicants and narrow eligibility even further. In one 
illustrative example of this, the State Liberal party's policy committee in Western 
Australia wants the ‘Homeswest wait list to be abolished and for housing to be made 
available only to those who satisfy the Priority Housing criteria56. Such a move 
would see the list drop from almost, 23,000 to just over 3000 applicants’ (ABC 
News, ‘Liberals push to abolish public housing wait list’, 2012, Retrieved from 
URL) and represents one step further in the narrowing or residualisation of public 
tenure to those experiencing the highest forms of need and dependency, such as those 
facing extreme homelessness (sleeping rough), mental health issues, disability and 
violence in the home. Those who miss out are the growing number of people who are 
facing increasing levels of housing stress and even crisis57. While this may be seen as 
an extreme example of public policy direction, it does, as illustrated by the ten year 
waiting list, in fact represent the reality of the social housing situation nationally, 
where because of the high demand, low availability and increasing prioritisation, 
only a small fraction of those on the waiting list are being prioritised and offered 
social housing (Fedele, 2015). This, combined with the rapid increase in the cost of 
private housing in the same period (Worthington, 2012), has created an increasing 
need for social housing. It follows that dependency subjectification has become 
increasingly acute for those who must possess or develop such dependency to 
qualify. In this environment it is dependency above all else that becomes the chief 
qualification for housing access. In such a situation empowered participation 
                                                 
56 The Priority Housing list is made of those assessed to be in the most urgent need of accommodation. 
57 Housing stress… housing crisis…. 
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subjectivities, such as is involved in tenant-participation programs, can actually serve 
to discredit that qualification, particularly when the objective of housing and tenant-
participation programs has become explicitly focused on paid employment and 
private housing. 
 
4.5.2 Paid-work or dependency 
Beyond the increasing dependency subjectivities demanded by housing authorities, 
the majority of public-housing residents are also on some sort of government income 
benefit and so are also subject to the very particular dependency discourses of 
Centrelink policy. This was certainly the case for this study’s respondents, all of 
whom were on some form of Centrelink income support. In the qualification for 
income support, the focus on dependency and the disincentive to participate in 
resident-based activities becomes even more explicit. Centrelink recognises two 
types of benefit recipient: those who are capable of paid employment, and should be 
pursuing it as a matter of urgent and ongoing priority, and those on pensions who are, 
for one reason or another, not capable of paid-work (because they are too old, caring 
for small children or are sick/disabled). The following documents demonstrate that, if 
you are seen as capable of paid-work, you had better be urgently seeking it above all 
else, and if you are on a pension and classified as dependent you had better 
demonstrate that dependence. In such an atmosphere, resident forms of participation 
are left with only a very small amount of oxygen and afforded very little if any real 
position and status. Short of getting a paid job, typically at the bottom end of the 
labour market, a demonstration of dependency is again the only real imperative for 
public-housing residents. Those seen as able to participate in the labour market must 
fulfil a Centrelink activity test which mandates that unemployed residents have to 
participate in weekly job search activities, employment or study courses and work for 
the dole programs. On the Australian Department of Human Services' website (2012) 
it states that  
To keep getting Newstart Allowance58, you need to participate in activities that will 
increase your chances of finding work. This is called meeting the activity-test 
                                                 
58 ‘Newstart Allowance provides financial help if you are looking for work. It supports you while you do 
activities that may increase your chances of finding a job, such as studying or training (Department of Human 
Services, 2012). When you claim Newstart Allowance, you may have to enter into an Employment Pathway Plan. 
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requirements. The activity-test requirements usually mean you need to apply for jobs; to 
train or study; or to work part time.  
In this fortnightly regime of mandated and monitored job search participation, 
residents are not permitted to participate in non-market forms of participation that 
would distract from their mandated job search activities. Any commitment to non-
market or voluntary forms of participation must be limited and set aside instantly and 
at any time should paid employment, an employment course or work for the dole 
program be found and offered. In this regard the Department of Education, 
Employment and Workplace Relations (2012) says on its website that 
To ensure that job seekers continue to meet their activity-test requirements, Social 
Security Law has always provided for the imposition of financial penalties, including 
complete loss of payment, on those who fail to meet their requirements without good 
reason.  
A participation failure was applied if a job seeker, without a reasonable excuse, 
failed to 
 attend an interview with an employment service provider or community work 
coordinator;   
 commence or satisfactorily participate in an activity such as Work for the Dole 59 
 enter into or comply with the terms of an Activity Agreement;   
 attend a job interview; or  
 return a satisfactory job seeker diary (Department of Education, Employment and 
Workplace Relations, 2012, Activity-test Requirements, Retrieved from URL). 
On the pretext of social inclusion, those on other benefits and pensions (Sickness, 
Disability and [Partnered] Parenting and Single Parent Pension) are increasingly 
becoming the subject of conditionality policies. For example, those on Parenting 
Payment must now enter an activity agreement once their youngest child turns six 
(Department of Human Services, 2012). Those receiving a Disability Pension are 
subject to increasingly regulatory qualification requirements, such as having to 
                                                                                                                                          
This plan outlines the activities you agree to do while looking for work. You will need to do the activities listed in 
your Employment Pathway Plan in order to keep receiving the allowance. Activities could include applying for 
jobs, undertaking a course or other types of study, or working part-time (Australian Department of Human 
Services' website, Newstart, 2012, Retrieved from URL). 
59 Failure to participate in full-time Work for the Dole was a serious failure, not a participation failure. 
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routinely attend ‘participation interviews’ and put together a ‘participation plan60’ 
(Department of Human Services, 2012). 
It is only those who are considered of non-working age (being close to or having 
reached the age of retirement) that are authorised to participate in non-market ways. 
This is clearly reflected in tenant-participation policy directives (Queensland 
Department of Communities Housing and Homelessness Services, 2011) and in 
Centrelink’s ‘Approved Activities’ policies, where voluntary work61 is only 
authorised as a substitute for employment activities, such as job search and work for 
the dole, as people approach retirement age. For people of all other ages voluntary 
work is only approved for a limited period, and only if it can be shown to lead to 
employment outcomes. The Department of Families, Housing, Community Services 
and Indigenous Affairs (FaHCSIA, 2012) policy states that 
Job seekers aged under 55 years can partially satisfy the activity test by undertaking 
voluntary work ONLY IF a JSA [Job Services Australia] provider determines that 
participation in such an activity would be beneficial to the job seeker's employment 
prospects (e.g. because involvement with the organisation and/or the type of work 
undertaken is likely to lead to paid employment). Providers should not approve 
voluntary work as an end in itself. The requirement must be included as a term of an 
EPP [Employment Pathway Plan] and generally should be combined with job search . 
(3.2.9.130 Suitable Activity - Voluntary Work Overview, Retrieved from URL). 
JSA providers must ensure a voluntary work placement: 
provides the job seeker with the opportunity to gain skills which will directly improve 
the job seeker's employment prospects, 
provides opportunities which will develop or enhance a job seeker's ability to work as 
part of a team, take directions from a supervisor, work independently, communicate 
effectively and improve motivation and dependability, and 
should not exceed, 26 weeks' duration, unless it is the best participation option in the 
circumstances, as determined by the JSA provider (FaHCSIA, 2012, 3.2.9.130 Suitable 
Activity - Voluntary Work Overview) 
Even for people with only partial capacity to work because of illness or disability, the 
policy states:  
While voluntary work can contribute to meeting work experience requirements for a 
person assessed as having a partial capacity to work, voluntary work is not considered 
                                                 
60 Includes activities to help participant get involved in the community or prepare for work (Dept. Human 
Services, 2012.) 
61 Voluntary work for the dole allows the benefit recipient to partake in voluntary work in fulfilment of their 
activity test. 
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suitable for the purposes of meeting a person's activity test requirement to seek or 
undertake part-time paid-work   of at least, 15 hours per week unless the person is aged 
55 or over  (FaHCSIA, 2012, 3.2.9.130 Suitable Activity - Voluntary Work Overview, 
Retrieved from URL). 
Restrictions on voluntary work are also implemented for job seekers who are 
principal carers 
Principal carers can only undertake voluntary work if it is approved by an employment 
services provider, and providers can only approve voluntary work for a principal carer 
job seeker if ALL the following conditions are met, in addition to the approval 
requirements set out above:  
the principal carer lives in a poor labour market, and  
there are limited training opportunities locally available, and  
there is a significant vocational aspect to the voluntary work, and the organisation is an 
approved voluntary organisation under Centrelink approval conditions (FaHCSIA, 2012, 
3.2.9.130 Suitable Activity - Voluntary Work Overview) 
Under social security legislation, job seekers aged fifty-five years and over may 
choose to satisfy the activity test if they undertake at least thirty hours per fortnight 
of approved voluntary work. While, because they are approaching retirement age, job 
seekers aged fifty-five years and over can satisfy the activity test through 
undertaking community work or voluntary work, and do not have job search or other 
requirements, they still must continue to be registered with a Job Services Australia 
provider and be available for suitable paid-work   and must accept all referrals to job 
interviews. Failure to do so may result in payment being stopped or reduced for a 
period of time (FaHCSIA, 2012).   
In short, it is only once someone reaches retirement age and receives the Aged 
Pension, that they are authorised to participate in the sort of voluntary work related to 
tenant participation. While it could be said that, beyond their fulfilment of activity 
requirements, people still have some time to participate in resident-based or other 
non-market voluntary activities, the message is clear: the neoliberal citizen is 
obligated to participate through a market based job. This obligation stands regardless 
of the benefits that come from voluntary forms of work—any other type of 
participation is secondary at best, unauthorised and even prohibited at worst and will 
be under surveillance and regulated. In this situation, where one must either be 
working, seeking work or demonstrating an increasingly high level of dependence, 
109 
 
any value that is afforded to non-market forms of participation by people who are 
conceived as flawed citizens is nullified. Not only are non-market forms of 
participation, such as voluntary tenant participation, seen as second rate citizenship 
activities, but they may in fact be seen as invalid and even unauthorised, in breach of 
market fixated ‘mutual-obligations’62, and subject to the discipline of the state 
through welfare entitlement sanctions. In this situation, the subjectification or 
conditioning of residents is clear. Ruth Lister (1998), in her commentary on the 
origin and core message of social inclusion, confirms '…the message is clear: for all 
those deemed capable of paid employment, ’work not welfare’ represents the 
passport to social inclusion (p.220). 
This policy creates an absolute binary, where only one constructions of citizenship 
(participation subjectivities) is given oxygen. In this construction there are those who 
are employed and those who are welfare dependent. So if you are dependent you 
must demonstrate it. You need to be old, disabled or sick, or, if you are able to, you 
must be tirelessly seeking paid-work. This increasing focus on the market, which 
now dominates social policy in much of the western world, reflects a very limited 
perspective on social inclusion. 
Levitas (1997) labels this approach to social inclusion a social integrationist 
discourse. While a few, like Levitas (1997), Gibson-Graham (2010) and Coates have 
questioned the ‘premise that paid-work   represents the primary obligation for all 
those of working age’ (2005, p.208), the reality is that this notion is remarkably 
unchallenged. In such an atmosphere and with such a strong and tireless policy 
narrative, resident forms of participation are left with little if any validity. That is, 
tenant participation and empowered participation more generally has inherent 
disincentives and counter encouragements. Short of getting a paid job and private 
housing, a demonstration of dependency is the only subjectivity encouraged in 
public-housing residents.  
 
                                                 
62 Mutual obligations 
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4.6 Conclusion 
This chapter explored the contemporary neoliberal policy and discursive shifts that 
are indicative of a powerful neoliberal governmentality, where the obligation of all 
good citizens is made abundantly clear: paid market engagement is the 
unquestionable duty of all who can possibly manage it, and residing in private rather 
than public forms of housing is considered as the only legitimate act of good 
economic citizenship. In this regard, notions of what constitutes ‘good’ and ‘flawed’ 
citizenship have been deployed as technologies of the market state to condition and 
responsibilise subjects into market participation and private housing commitments. 
The neoliberal ideal is that the ‘good’ citizen does not have reliance on the state. The 
state’s role is only to provide citizens with the capacity to become rational consumers 
(Flint, 2004b, Dodson, 2006). To achieve such market subjectivities, housing 
operates as a key technology of the state. This has been well exemplified in the area 
of social housing (Dufty-Jones, 2016). All citizens, having been long ago evicted 
from the commons are now, in contemporary society, conditioned into seeing land as 
a market good and economic participation as exclusively belonging in the realm of 
the market. This message is internalised by citizens and those who fail to comply 
face the paternal discipline of the state and risk the condemnation of their 
community, family and friends.  In this context, reliance on state income support 
and/or on public forms of housing have become synonymous with state welfare 
dependence and notions of flawed citizenship (Bauman, 1998). This critical historic 
analysis has provided a crucial context for the first aim of this study, which seeks to 
understand the participation subjectivities that emerged from the participants in this 
study, all of whom are social housing residents who predominantly did not have paid 
employment.  
The next chapter moves on from this chapter’s broad analysis of the changing and 
evolving state discourses and policies that have shaped participation subjectivities. It 
lays out the research and sampling methodologies used in this study. 
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CHAPTER 5 CRITICAL METHODOLOGY 
5.1 Introduction 
In preparation for chapter six (the discourse analysis chapter) and chapters seven to 
ten (the resident and housing-worker data analysis chapters), this chapter 
demonstrates the way in which a critical methodology was operationalised in the 
collection and critical analysis of data in this study. The previous three chapters 
(Chapters 2 to 4) placed a critical account of participation at the centre of the 
knowledge being produced in this study. These chapters created a socio-historic 
account (through historicism) for understanding conventional knowledge in regard to 
participation. 
Using a discourse analysis, chapter six follows this chapter by applying my particular 
account of participation to the specific location of this study, that of public housing 
tenant participation. This identifying and juxtaposing of a market perspective on 
participation has opened up the potential of an alternative form of knowledge, based 
on a perspective associated with public land commons and local collaboration. 
In the spirit of praxis, chapters seven to ten will explore the ways in which both 
participation perspectives are actuated and experienced in the real world by real 
people. To do this, the study undertook two rounds of in-depth interviews with 
fifteen social housing residents and one housing worker at a social housing complex 
in the lower Blue Mountains, west of Sydney, Australia. These two rounds of 
interviews explored residents’ feelings, perspectives, hopes and fears and so on (or 
what can be termed subjectivities), both in relation to a conventional (market 
oriented) form of tenant participation and in relation to an alternative participation 
process called ‘Village’ (developed using a land commons perspective). As outlined 
in this chapter, a praxiological and ethnographic methodological approach informed 
the selection of: the case-study site; the sample used; the qualitative interview 
methods employed; the introduction of an alternative participation process and the 
critical thematic method of data analysis. 
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5.2 Positionality 
Picking up where the discussion about reflexivity and my positionality left off in the 
introduction (see 1.6), this section opens with a brief discussion of the need for 
reflexivity in critical research and moves on to discuss how my particular 
participation perspective (drawing on pre-market notions of economic participation) 
was central in motivating and framing this research, and how that framing directly 
informed the particular type of knowledge the research produced. As such, because 
of the way my positionality informs this study, it is provided at the front of this 
methods chapter. In an attempt to disclose how my perspective was formed, this 
section also provides a small chronology of events leading to this research. This 
section responds to a call for reflexivity at the most foundational level by revealing 
the core perspective that motivated and framed this research. 
This need for reflexivity has been discussed by many scholars, particularly in the 
1990s (for example Pile, 1991; Haraway, 1991; Merrifield, 1995; Thrift, 1996), who 
assert that knowledge is very much a product of its origin, and to not acknowledge 
this origin is to falsely assert the universal applicability of that knowledge and 
subjugate other ‘knowledges’. The degree to which market participation discourse 
has become ubiquitous has resulted in a subjugation of other knowledges. The type 
of reflexivity undertaken here is entirely in keeping with core notions that underpin 
critical theory. Critical theory maintains that at the root of all knowledge 
representation sits a particular perspective, or what Foucault terms ‘rationality’, and a 
particular construction of power relations (Dean, 1999). Because this study arises out 
of a perspective which is so divergent from the current market paradigm, such 
reflexivity is pivotal to this thesis. 
My endeavour to position myself within this research is particularly relevant to this 
study, given that prior to and throughout the research process, I was a resident of the 
housing complex under study and engaged in the collaboration and problem-solving 
that evolved the Village perspective and participation process (see 1.6). Far from 
compromising the research, critical approaches typically position the most active and 
embedded researcher as the one who has most at stake in resolving a problematic 
situation. Although it is argued from this position that researcher influence is an 
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inevitable and even desirable outcome, such influence of course must be reflexive 
and cannot be ignored when looking at the outcomes of a given study (Rose, 1997).  
 
5.2.1 Honours project 
As described in chapter one (see 1.6), after moving into Hope Street in 2005, I began 
my involvement with tenant participation and realised that we needed a new 
participation process. By 2009, I was deeply engaged in the development of a new 
face-to-face participation approach (which we then called the Co-operator) and we 
decided that it would be a good subject for my Honours research project. This 
resulted in a collaboration with a local over-fifties self-help group (some of whom 
were Hope St social-housing residents) and four local community development 
workers. Through a series of participatory enquiry cycles with the over-fifties group 
and the four workers, the problem was more clearly identified and a new, more 
community-centered participation process started to evolve. One issue that became 
apparent was the problem with the face-to-face platform itself. In early 2010, using 
the findings from the Honours study, NTW turned to our social-housing community 
in Hope Street and the development of an online version of our participation process. 
 
5.2.2 Hope street 
Like many other Australian social-housing communities, these housing complexes 
have a history of limited resident participation. Some examples include sporadic 
resident involvement in community food gardens and the Botanical Gardens' 
Ornamental Beautification program, where a number of residents planted donated 
plants in common areas. In recent years, a number of issues prompted a degree of 
resident activism. In attempting to address these issues, a problematic relationship 
between residents and housing authorities developed, which encouraged a negative 
and disempowered attitude from many residents regarding their ability to have a say 
and effect change. 
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5.2.3 My PhD project  
My PhD focus drew directly on the experiences of my Honours research (which 
included data collected from some Hope Street residents in the over-fifties group) 
and my personal experiences and observations as a resident in Hope Street in the five 
years prior to the commencement of this study. This long-term involvement in this 
case-study site and the fact that I keenly identified with the participation 
phenomenon under investigation, made me something of an insider in this research. 
This insider positioning gave me many head-starts in terms of designing this study. It 
also allowed me to explore the possibility of generating a new perspective on tenant 
participation and new knowledge through Neigbourhood That Works’s (NTW) 
evolving participation process.  
The tenant-participation focus of this study coincided with the efforts of a group of 
residents at Hope Street who wanted to organise around a number of issues they felt 
were important and look for ways forward together. Wentworth Community Housing 
(WCH), who had just recently taken over the management of the Hope Street 
housing complex, were also keen to have an active resident population. They were 
attempting to engage the residents through a series of meetings.  
The difficulties of organising successful meetings—difficulties of timing; follow up; 
achieving good resident representation and of allowing voices to be heard in the very 
limited space of a meeting environment—became obvious to me and other residents. 
In response to this need for better tenant participation, with the hard lessons learned 
from my previous tenant-participation experiences and my Honours study—
including the realisation of the need for an online process not dependent on onerous 
face-to-face meetings—and with funding support through my research candidature, 
NTW decided to implement a revised online version of the Co-operator (now called 
Village) at Hope Street.  
This section, the reflexivity section in chapter one (see 1.6) and the socio-historic 
perspective on participation in chapters three and four are intended to disclose my 
position in the research. Together, they establish what has brought me to the research 
and my particular political and philosophical leanings. Rather than any attempt to 
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position myself as objective, this disclosure is designed to be clear about the nature 
of the knowledge I am producing in this thesis. 
 
5.3 The role of empirical data in critical research 
Following chapters three and four, which established the context of this study, and 
the empirical document discourse-analysis in chapter six, chapters seven to ten of 
this thesis present the resident-data stage of this research. The employment of critical 
methodology so far in this thesis has focused on the processes of theorising (see 
Chapters 2 to 4). While there has been some reference to praxis and the way in which 
critical knowledge is contextual or embedded in engagement, there has been no 
primary empirical engagement. So, in the spirit of praxis and the innate relationship 
between engagement and theory so central to critical methodologies (see 6.2.1), this 
research required that primary empirical material be collected and used as a reference 
point for the deconstructive-reconstructive process. From this methodological 
perspective, empirical data (collected from the residents) should not be accepted on a 
surface level, as it is its theoretical context that makes it significant. So, while data is 
important in order to ground the enquiry, a critical approach always relates that 
empirical evidence to the wider sphere of social and political relationships as 
perceived and explained by the researcher (see Chapters 7 to 10). With each new 
conceptual and empirical level of enquiry, the observed phenomenon is both 
conceptually and empirically deconstructed (Harvey, 1990). In this way, data 
provokes the insight and analysis that is intrinsic to critical methodology.  
In the spirit of critical ethnography, this research project seeks to both explore 
current public-housing-resident-participation subjectivities and to generate new 
knowledge by applying a new participation process designed to challenge or disrupt 
existing power relations (Thomas, 1993). To do this, residents were first interviewed 
about their previous experiences of participation. Firstly, this data was analysed 
through the lens of the particular socio-historic account of participation established in 
this study (see Chapters 2 to 4). Secondly, the Village participation process was 
introduced (see Chapter 9.3). After a seven-month trial of the Village participation 
process, a second set of in-depth interviews was carried out with the same fifteen 
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residents to explore any shift in resident-participation subjectivities related to the 
alternative process (see Chapter 9). This data was also analysed through the socio-
historic lens established in chapters two to four.  
 
5.3.1 The contextual (praxiological) nature of knowledge 
There are two important relationships between the  approach to knowledge 
undertaken in this thesis and praxis. Firstly, there is an intrinsic epistemological 
relationship. In critical accounts of knowing, knowledge is not something which once 
found can typically be asserted as fixed and certain. Rather, it is more often 
something that is fluid and changeable because, for critical social researchers, the act 
of knowing is most often contextual, locating itself in engagement with prevailing 
social structures. In other words, our perception of what constitutes knowledge is 
directly related to the way we live, and this perception is constantly transformed 
through what we do, as well as informing what we do. In this way, critical social 
research is inherently praxiological by its very definition (Harvey, 1990; Lather, 
1986). 
Beyond this intrinsic epistemological relationship to praxis, critical social research, 
as seen in this study, can also be found directly engaging (and juxtaposing) 
oppressive social structures and practices. In other words, those with critical 
approaches to knowledge not only see it as engaged with current social structures and 
practices, they also see new knowledge as emerging from, challenging and changing 
those social structures and practices. As such, critical social research is part of a long 
tradition of both criticism and political activism encompassing postcolonialism, post-
Marxism, feminism, the black civil rights movement and so on (Coser, 1988). In this 
regard Kincheloe (2004) states that 
...critical theoretical concerns still produce, in our view, undeniably dangerous 
knowledge, the kind of information and insight that upsets institutions and threatens to 
overturn sovereign regimes of truth (p.46). 
The nineteenth century socialist, Antonio Labriola referred to Marxism as the 
philosophy of praxis in that  Marx’s critique was as much about understanding social 
and economic phenomena as challenging and changing it. Marx referenced this 
praxiological focus in his famous XI Theses on Feuerbach (1845) when he stated 
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that: 'The philosophers have only interpreted the world in various ways; the point is 
to change it' (p.158). Marx felt that philosophy's validity lay in how it informed and 
participated in action. Given the praxiological understanding of knowledge, it is only 
in an engaged way that new knowledge can be generated. In the same vein, the 
Brazilian educator and writer Paulo Freire (1972) argued that awareness raising and 
social change are an integral part of knowledge generation. Foucault (as cited in 
Burchell et al., 1984) made similar arguments. In his campaign for prison reform he 
stated  
If prison and punitive mechanisms are to be transformed, it won’t be because a plan of 
reform has found its way into the heads of the social workers; it will be when those who 
have to do with that penal reality, all those people have come into collision with each 
other and with themselves, run into dead-ends, problems and impossibilities, been 
through conflicts and confrontations; when critique has been played out in the real, not 
when reformers have realised their ideals (p.84). 
For the critical social researcher, knowledge is not so much about finding out about 
the world so much as about seeing knowledge as located in peoples’ engagement 
with current social structures.  As such, new knowledge emerges from changing 
those social structures and is the product of reflective practical activity. This 
praxiological aspect of critical social research directly corresponds with the broad 
approach and specific aims of this thesis, which is not only to see how existing 
participation approaches have produced existing knowledge systems (or participation 
subjectivities), but to engage with alternative participation perspective (in the form of 
a new participation process known as Village) in order to explore alternative 
knowledge systems (or new participation subjectivities). 
 
5.4 Discourse analysis 
To begin the empirical stage of the thesis, and to further develop the critical context 
and feel for tenant participation begun in chapter four, chapter six is a discourse-
analysis of government tenant-participation policy documents. This analysis serves 
as a primary research practice in this thesis because, with governmentality as a 
theoretical framework, I could not include only public-housing residents (as victims 
of this participation phenomenon), but rather I needed to also track the wider 
discursive context in which these residents, and their participation subjectivities, 
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were positioned. Document analysis of government tenant-participation and related 
policies, and an interview with a housing worker were central to exploring this wider 
discursive context.  
The state government tenant-participation policy documents that were examined 
include: Housing NSW’s (2011b) Tenant Engagement Framework and tenant 
participation guidelines (Housing NSW, 2008b), Queensland’s (2011) landmark 
twenty-year Tenant Participation Program Review and policy-oriented tenant-
participation research by Wood (2003). As there is a small and limited body of 
Australian policy documents related specifically to tenant participation, this analysis 
drew on whatever documents were available. In particular, any document that 
mentioned ‘tenant participation’ was included in my search. Within these documents 
I was looking for themes related to 
 the way participation was constructed in terms of the physical 
participation mechanisms proposed (and alternative participation 
processes) 
 who was included in and excluded from these programs 
 themes related to why residents were not getting involved (or were 
opting-out)  
 themes related to reengaging residents  
I was also looking for themes related to the way participation was broadly 
characterised in these documents, in terms of 
 the way it was validated as an act of citizenship 
 themes related to tenant participation as a process of conditioning or 
disciplining of residents into acts of good market citizenship  
 the ways in which these documents were produced and promulgated, as 
documents ‘about’ rather than ‘for’ residents. 
Consistent with the approach that framed this thesis (see Chapter 2), the first 
empirical chapter, chapter six, was undertaken using a Foucauldian style discourse 
analysis (CDA), which seeks to identify and uncover institutionalised knowledge 
systems (rationalities), and the ways in which these knowledge systems are deployed 
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through discourse and policy structures (in this instance tenant participation) to shape 
the subjectivities of citizenry (see Chapter 2). While there are a variety of different 
approaches to CDA, there are five common features that make it possible to 
categorise all these approaches as belonging to this approach: Fairclough and 
Wodak’s overview, 1997; as well as Jorgensen and Phillips, 2002. By way of 
relaying the broad framework for the discourse analysis undertaken in chapter six, 
this section will now briefly overview the key features of CDA that were employed 
in this study.  
 
5.4.1 Five features of critical discourse analysis 
The foundation of CDA is the broad idea that discursive practices contribute to the 
composition of the social world. Therefore, the objective of the practice of CDA is to 
focus on and reveal the discursive dimension of the social world. In terms of this first 
core feature of CDA, most discourse analytical methods adhere to Foucault’s 
formation of the notion of discourses as: 
… relatively rule-bound sets of statements which impose limits on what gives meaning. 
And they build on his ideas about truth being something which is, at least to a large 
extent, created discursively (Jorgensen & Phillips, 2002, p.13).  
Underlying this Foucauldian approach to discourse analysis is Foucault’s (1972) 
pairing of power and knowledge, which translates into his idea that power is 
embedded in discourse. In other words, discourses are conduits of power in the way 
that they shape us as subjects and how we know the social world. Foucault focuses 
on discourses (or knowledge) as an embodiment of power—which he perceives as 
being woven through various social practices. In this way, Foucault initiated 
discourse analysis’s understanding of the subject and how the subjects are created in 
discourses (Foucault, 1972) or as Kvale (1992) puts it, ‘The individual self becomes 
a medium for the culture and its language’ (p.36). Foucault’s (1972) approach, in 
seeing the subject as being constructed within relative discursive knowledge 
constructs, is inherently critical in the way that it directly contrasts our Western 
understanding of ourselves as sovereign or autonomous subjects.  
In this thesis, the participation subjectivities of residents are constructed within the 
context of the key discourses in which they are situated. As such, key tenant-
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participation documents were analysed to understand the role they play in the 
construction of participation subjectivities. While Foucault viewed the individual as 
determined purely by structures, critical discourse is generally more fluid than this, 
in that people can produce new discourses and therefore operate as agents of social 
change. Fairclough (1989) expressed this idea as:  'Individual creative acts 
cumulatively establish restructured orders of discourse’ (p.172). 
The second principle of CDA is that discourse does not just constitute the social 
world (as outlined in the first aspect of CDA) but is itself a product of social 
practices.  
The discursive constitution of society does not emanate from a free play of ideas in 
people’s heads but from a social practice which is firmly rooted in and oriented to real, 
material social structures. (Fairclough, 1992, p.66) 
In other words, discourse does not just contribute to the forming of social structures 
but also reflects them. As such, the analysis of tenant-participation documents 
undertaken in this thesis is positioned within a much broader socio-historic 
construction of participation, as provided in chapters three and four. Throughout the 
analysis of these documents the broader historic discursive participation themes are 
continually referenced. This thesis delivers this discourse analysis not in a vacuum, 
but within a broader historic and social context.  
The third aspect of CDA is the way an analysis of discourse involves an analysis of 
language use in social context (Fairclough & Wodak, 1997; Jorgensen & Phillips, 
2002). Here, analysis of key terms, such as 'citizenship' in this thesis (see chapters 3 
and 4), are explored in terms of their current use and meaning and also in terms of 
their etymological origins and changing meaning. In this way, language, and its 
linguistic history is constituted politically in CDA, not as facilitating normative, 
passive or neutral meaning, but as facilitating political agency and directly 
contributing to the shaping of social subjects.  
The fourth aspect of CDA relates to the way discursive practices create and sustain 
differential power relations between groups in society, such as, between women and 
men, social classes and so on. These are known as ‘ideological effects’ (Fairclough 
and Wodak, 1997; Jorgensen & Phillips, 2002). The use of ideological effects to 
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explore the exploitation of one group by another is an alternative view of power to 
that provided by Foucault – who saw power as a force that creates the social world.  
While CDA typically sees power this way, it also recognises the way discourse can 
be of particular advantage to certain privileged social groups. In these terms, 
Jorgensen and Phillips (2002) suggest that 
Critical discourse analysis is ‘critical’ in the sense that it aims to reveal the role of 
discursive practice in the maintenance of the social world, including those social 
relations that involve unequal relations of power. Its aim is to contribute to social 
change along the lines of more equal power relations in communication processes and 
society in general (p.64).  
The analysis of participation in this thesis both looks at the way power has been 
embedded in discourse to construct the subject and their view of the world (or 
subjectivity), and explores who is marginalised by this construction of participation 
and who seemingly benefits. By suggesting an alternative telling of participation for 
those alienated by current versions, this thesis is attempting to balance unequal 
power relations. 
The fifth and final aspect of CDA flows directly from the fourth in that it is related to 
a perception of CDA as politically active and dedicated to positive social change. As 
such, CDA takes the side of marginalised and exploited peoples’ in their quest for 
freedom. Its critique is specifically focused on the way discursive practice maintains 
differential power relations and attempts to use CDA as a tool for positive social 
change. This thesis explores a discourse that is shaping some of the most 
disadvantaged subjectivities in Australia: those directly related to flawed citizenship 
(see Chapters 3 and 4). By taking a look beneath  the assumptions that underpin 
participation ‘truth’, and by proposing an alternative construction of participation, 
this thesis seeks to instigate social change and the balancing of unequal power. 
 
5.4.2   CDA and Foucauldian Operationalizations of Power 
This thesis employs both Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) and governmentality 
theory. In this section I will discuss the different ways that these two frameworks 
understand power. The section concludes by discussing the specific way in which I 
seek to apply a specific concept of power in this thesis. 
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Despite its roots in Foucauldian discourse analysis, CDA tends to provide an analysis 
of power at the sociocultural level as hegemony and domination. In particular, CDA 
has an emphasis on the way dominant groups control discourse to abuse and control 
people. Class domination, racism and sexism being characteristic examples of such 
hegemony (Gramsci, 1971). In this tradition, such dominant groups are seen as 
unified actors—the ‘state’ being a case in point. Power is understood as a commodity 
that can be captured, held, distributed etc. Using this conception of power, dominated 
groups can accept or attempt to resist such power.  
Governmentality, on the other hand, understands power as a relationship. It is not 
something that can be accumulated and distributed, rather it manifests only when 
actants are engaged, that is, are in a relationship of power. Central to the motivation 
for Foucault in his lecture on governmentality was a reaction against this tendency in 
neo-Marxist political science to represent the state as a unified entity (Foucault, 
1979). Instead, Foucault sees power as part of a disseminated, socialised and 
everyday phenomenon. This conception of power challenges the notion that power is 
exercised by individuals or groups. In this conception of power it is everywhere:  
not because it embraces everything, but because it comes from everywhere. 
… Power is not an institution, nor a structure, nor a possession. It is the name 
we give to a complex strategic situation in a particular society. (Foucault, 
1979  p.93) 
As an alternative to institutional agents that can ‘hold’ power, Foucault favours the 
notion of ‘power/knowledge’, which suggests that power is constructed by 
established systems of knowledge and ‘truth’—a ‘regime of truth’ that pervade 
society: 
‘Truth is a thing of this world: it is produced only by virtue of multiple forms 
of constraint.  And it induces regular effects of power.  Each society has its 
regime of truth, its “general politics” of truth: that is, the types of discourse 
which it accepts and makes function as true; the mechanisms and instances 
which enable one to distinguish true and false statements, the means by which 
each is sanctioned; the techniques and procedures accorded value in the 
acquisition of truth; the status of those who are charged with saying what 
counts as true’ (Foucault, in Rabinow 1991). 
In terms of resisting oppressive regimes of truth, Foucault charges us with the task 
‘of detaching the power of truth from the forms of hegemony, social, economic, and 
cultural, within which it operates at the present time’ (Foucault, in Rabinow 1991: 
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75). In other words he asks us to isolate and question normative language and to 
stake out alternative parameters. To critique development thinking and paradigms, 
this power/knowledge approach has been employed by post-development critics such 
as Escobar (1992 see also Sheppard, 2007).  
This distinction between the way CDA and governmentality understand and apply 
concepts of power is important for the analysis that is undertaken in this thesis. 
Broadly, the thesis employs a Foucauldian notion of power/knowledge and eschews 
an analysis of social power related to a monolithic account of the state and power as 
domination. While the thesis does explore the vital role state orchestrated social 
housing and tenant participation programs play in institutionalizing a neo-liberal 
construction of participation, it ultimately traces an outline of power that is far wider 
than the state—a broadly disseminated ‘regime of truth’. In this regard, the thesis 
explores a normative account of participation that is perpetuated not only by state 
actors but that is also deeply embedded into the very fabric of cultural and societal 
beliefs, values and practices. The thesis finds an internalised regime of truth 
employed by such agents as family, neigbours, the broader community, the media 
and social housing residents themselves (see 10.2.4 Panoptic surveillance and 
disciplining of flawed citizens). As pioneered and encouraged by Foucault, the form 
of resistance this thesis employs is one of identifying and questioning normative 
language, wherever it finds it, and staking out alternative parameters. 
5.5 Case study sample  
This research case study was located in two adjoining small social-housing 
complexes in Blaxland, in the lower Blue Mountains. Figure 5.1 is a photograph of 
the first complex (of which I was a resident at the time of this study). It consists of 
twelve adjoining terrace houses. The second complex is immediately adjacent and 
has twenty-six terrace houses of similar design. The terraces are either two or three 
bedroom and typically have one or two residents per household. The residents are 
largely elderly single people but there are also a few small families. All residents are 
social-housing residents and the majority are unemployed or on various age or 
sickness pensions. 
 
                                  Figure 5.1: 
Hope Street Complex – 
terraces 1-12 
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Table 5.1 Residents’ profiles 
Resident 
/ Age  
H/H Type Tenancy 
Length  
Tenant 
participation 
History 
Participation Interests Internet Use 
Interview, 
1 Suzie 
35-40 
Lives with 
husband and 
two children 
Long-term 
(5yrs +) 
Complex 
resident 
meetings 
Occasional 
casual neighbour 
engagements 
Community food garden, 
Get-togethers / BBQs and 
creating interaction so we get to 
know each other better and look 
out for each other. 
Daily 
Email, Facebook, 
forums @ Home 
Interview, 
2 Betty  
Early 55-
60 
Lives alone Long-term  
(10yrs +) 
Casual 
neighbour 
engagements 
Complex 
resident 
meetings 
Double window glazing and 
insulation gaps in the walls, 
Security lighting,  
A community food garden, 
Mulch 
Daily 
Email, Facebook, 
forums @ Home 
Interview 
3 Doug  
Early 45-
50 
Lives alone short-term 
 (1yr +) 
Daily casual 
neighbour 
engagements 
A community food garden in 
raised beds 
None 
Interview 
4 Jill 55-
60 
Lives with 
adult son 
Long-term  
(10yrs +) 
Occasional 
casual neighbour 
engagements 
A community food garden,  
An Internet Forum 
Daily 
Email, own website 
forums @ Home 
Interview 
5 Richard  
60-65 
Lives alone Long-term  
(10yrs +) 
Complex 
resident 
meetings 
Internet connection for the whole 
complex, An Internet Forum,  
Fruit tree planting, Sharing 
resources such as tool and DVDs, 
Bush fire evacuation plan  
A community food garden 
Daily 
Email. Facebook, 
Twitter, forums 
Daily Library, 
Mobile 
/Neighbourhood 
Centre 
Interview 
6 Helen  
Early 50-
55 
Lives alone Long-term  
(10yrs +) 
Daily casual 
neighbour 
engagements 
A community food garden Daily 
Email, Facebook, 
forums @ Home 
Interview 
7 Ben  
Early, 18-
25 
Lives with 
Father 
Long-term  
(10yrs +) 
Occasional 
casual neighbour 
engagements 
A community food garden 
Landscaping and children’s 
equipment. 
Daily 
Facebook on mobile 
Interview 
8 Ingrid  
Early 55-
60 
Lives alone Long-term  
(5yrs +) 
Complex 
resident 
meetings 
A community food garden Solar 
hot water.   
Daily 
Forums daily @ 
Library 
Interview 
9 Rebecca 
Early 30-
35 
Shares with 
male partner 
Long-term  
(10yrs +) 
Daily casual 
neighbour 
engagements 
A community food garden Kids 
swing set and other facilities for 
children. 
Occasional  
@ friends/library 
Interview, 
10 Peter  
45-50 
Lives alone Long-term  
(10yrs +) 
Daily casual 
neighbour 
engagements 
Internet for Complex 
Landscaping and dealing with 
invasive weeds and 
BBQ in a common space out the 
back for residents. 
Daily 
Email. Facebook, 
Twitter, forums 
Daily Library, 
Mobile 
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Interview, 
11 Harold  
Mid 70-
75 
Lives alone Long-term  
(15yrs +) 
Daily casual 
neighbour 
engagements 
Complex 
resident 
meetings 
& regional level 
meetings 
Water catchment for the 
complexes garden needs.  
A community food garden 
Occasional  
Email. Forums @ 
Did have it in home 
– now occasional 
Interview, 
12 
Margarite 
Early 60-
65 
Lives alone Long-term  
(5yrs +) 
Occasional 
casual neighbour 
engagements 
A community food garden Occasional 
Facebook 
Interview, 
13 Rachel 
Late 35-
40 
Lives with 
adult 
daughter 
Long-term 
(10yrs +) 
Complex 
resident 
meetings 
Smaller complex specific 
meetings. A community food 
garden 
Occasional, Did 
have it in home – 
now occasional 
Interview, 
14 Ruby  
60-65 
Lives alone Long-term  
(5yrs +) 
Occasional 
casual neighbour 
engagements 
A community food garden Occasional  
Email, forums 
Occasional Library 
Interview, 
15 Lois  
60-65 
Lives with 
adult son 
Long-term  
(5yrs +) 
Occasional 
casual neighbour 
engagements 
A community food garden Occasional  
Email, forums 
Home, mobile 
WCH 
Worker 
Anne  
45-50 
N/A N/A Work experience 
with complex, 
estate and state 
level meetings 
 Work/home 
Notes:  These pseudonyms are used to identify research participants throughout the report. 
 
5.5.1 Why a case study?  
According to qualitative researchers like Yin (2003), case studies allow the 
researcher to do two key things. Firstly, case studies are an extremely good 
qualitative technique in that, by taking an in-depth look at a specific circumstance, 
they enable the researcher to explore ‘how’ and ‘why’ type questions. This first 
characteristic of case studies is that they are highly conducive to the sort of deep and 
rich data essential to achieving this study’s central aim of exploring changing 
participation subjectivities.  The second key reason a case study may be chosen is 
that often, a researcher wants to explore situational circumstances because they are 
pertinent to the broader area of study (Yin 2003; Miles and Huberman, 1994). This 
second characteristic of case studies is also highly relevant to this study in the way 
that this study sought to account for the way notions of participation or good 
economic citizenship were influenced by the broader context within which the study 
was situated. It was in this wider social, political and economic context or setting that 
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the participation subjectivities of residents were identified in this study, and it was in 
response to this that we had developed and were experimenting with an alternative 
participation process.  
Beyond these specific features of a case study, Creswell et. al., (2003) defines a case 
study more broadly as an: ‘in-depth exploration of a program, event, activity or 
process of one or more individuals, bounded by a period of time and activity, through 
the collection of detailed information using a variety of data collection methods’ 
(p.15). In terms of case study size, researchers like Hay (2010) contends that there 
are no set rules, it simply depends on the research purpose and what can be done with 
available time and resources.  
To try to further understand the nature of the case being explored in this study, 
Stake’s (1995) description of intrinsic and instrumental case studies are also very 
helpful. According to Stake (1995), an intrinsic case study is a focus on a case 
because of its unique and particular characteristics. An instrumental case on the other 
hand is the focus on a case because it is a case that is representative of a wider 
phenomenon.  The case being explored in this study with Hope Street residents has 
characteristics that could be said to be both intrinsic and instrumental. It is intrinsic 
because it is the study of a unique and very specific or particular participation 
process, occurring only at Hope Street. In this way an intrinsic case is not undertaken 
because it is representative of other cases, but because the case itself is of interest. It 
is because of the intrinsic (unique) nature of this case that the study is focusing on 
this particular case. There are however, characteristics to this study that make it more 
than an intrinsic case study. There is a strong instrumental element to this study in 
the form of shared experiences of a widespread participation phenomenon that are 
reported in national and international research on tenant participation (see Chapters 1 
and 6). Because the intrinsic aspects of this case evolved from direct responses to this 
widespread phenomenon, it may well be that the study of the unique or intrinsic 
aspects of this case might find relevance to a broader population of public-housing 
residents, many of whom share similar experiences (similar barriers to participation 
and similar participation characteristics) to this resident population being researched. 
In terms of this study’s exploration of a new participation strategy, Yin’s (2003) 
identification of the explanatory case study is also helpful in understanding the 
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approach taken by this study. Yin (2003) describes this as a case study approach that 
would be used if a researcher was exploring complex links in real-life interventions. 
In other words, this would be an exploration of program implementation and the 
consequent program effects. These key aspects of a case study, and the way it can be 
used for qualitative context dependent inquiry, make it a viable framework for the 
sort of qualitative, participant centered research that this study aims to do. 
For the case to remain manageable in scope, Hay (2010) encourages us to provide a 
case definition and context by tracing the case’s boundaries. Creswell et. al., (2003) 
proposes that researchers put clear boundaries on the case in terms of time and place. 
I defined the case in this research in these terms in that it is a case study of Hope 
Street Social housing complexes. I also defined it in the terms Stake (1995) suggests, 
in terms of boundaries associated with ‘activity’ in that it was a case of exploring 
shifting public-housing resident participation subjectivities in relationship to two 
contrasting tenant participation structures.   
 
5.5.2 A critical ethnographic case study 
When case studies incorporate these qualitative characteristics of exploring ‘how’ 
and ‘why’ type questions and understanding contextual conditions they are often 
referred to as ethnographic. Ethnographic case studies focus on understanding the 
subjective experience of groups of people in a small and specific setting (like a 
classroom, a hospital, or in this study’s case, a small social housing complex), or on 
gaining an understanding from a ‘local’ or ‘indigenous’ perspective. The strength of 
an ethnographic approach (and its relationship to qualitative case studies) is the 
insights it can offer when the researcher is situated with people in their natural 
setting. This focus on participant subjectivities, otherwise known as a 
phenomenological focus, is central to the aims of this research of understanding 
residents’ participation subjectivities. Critical Ethnography is different to 
conventional ethnography because a researcher pays specific attention to the 
connections between people in their social settings and the broader social practices 
and power mechanisms. This helps the researcher deconstruct structural exploitation 
(Madison, 2011). It has been referred to as critical theory in practice (Thomas, 1993). 
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In keeping with critical theory, this approach seeks to explore ideology in action, or 
to understand the behaviour and cognitive experience of research subjects within 
cultural, historical and social frameworks. Because of the focus of this study, which 
was to understand participation subjectivities within a wider structural critique, 
critical ethnography emerged as a highly appropriate methodological process.   
Critical forms of ethnography were developed by ethnographers who, inspired by, 
1960s and, 1970s civil rights movements, wanted to pursue emancipatory political 
projects (Noblit, 2004). To achieve this, ethnographers began to research non-
conventional 63 research sites, such as schools and workplaces (Madison, 2011). In 
this same way, other ethnographers began doing research on groups seen as deviant. 
These investigations attempted to locate themselves ‘…outside the paradigm of 
hegemonic cultural positionings to provide new avenues for dissent and dialogue on 
societal transformation’ (Simon & Dippo, 1985, ‘Critical Ethnography’, Retrieved 
from URL). My study’s approach to public-housing resident participation is 
methodologically framed in precisely this way. Unlike orthodox ethnography, which 
seeks to describe what is, this approach to ethnography also asks ‘how has this 
become’ and ‘what could be’ in order to interrupt and juxtapose unspoken power 
relationships and inequalities (Thomas, 1993).  
Harvey (1990) argues that, broadly speaking, there are three ways in which critical 
ethnology is approached. Firstly, there is the weakest form, which simply studies the 
group in a broader social context. This does not really qualify as critical. The second 
approach begins with wider structural relations and then examines the ways in which 
the participant’s behaviour or processes are mediated by these structural relations. 
These approaches to critical ethnography typically study a group and then position 
them. The third and strongest form of critical ethnology is to incorporate the 
understanding developed from the ethnographic study directly into the 
deconstruction of the social structures. In this approach ethnographic methods are 
used to build insight that digs beneath the surface appearances. The focus here is on 
the structural relationships, where the ethnographic enquiry is undertaken in order to 
facilitate deeper structural analysis. In this regard Harvey (1990) argues that 
                                                 
63 Ethnography arose from anthropology and sociology and conventional researched ‘exotic’ sites (Harvey, 
1990). 
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The role of the critical ethnographer is to keep alert to the structural factors whilst 
probing meanings. To explore, where possible, the contradictions between action and 
words in terms of structural factors; to see to what extent group processes are externally 
mediated; to investigate how the subjects see group norms and practices constrained by 
external social factors; to see how prevailing ideologies are addressed; to analyse the 
extent to which subversive or resistant practices transcend prevailing ideological forms; 
and so on (p.9). 
It is this third type of critical ethnography that is most consistent with the approach 
taken by this study. 
 
5.5.3 How was this case study found? (or did it find me?) 
First, it can be said that in qualitative research purposeful selection of cases can 
involve specific cases that reflect the phenomenon under study.  In this sense a 
number of important characteristics of this study’s sample typified broader 
participation issues that were reflected in the literature on tenant participation (see 
6.3.1 and chapters 1 and 5). Having said this, it is very important that the main 
reasons for a case study in this particular research should also be understood from a 
participant-centered perspective. It is not so much that a case study approach is 
dictated by the study or the critical methodology being used, rather it is that this 
study emerged from my residence in the housing complex and that I wanted to study 
my particular tenant-participation situation. As Michael Patton’s (1990) work on 
purposeful sampling points out, ‘sometimes we find a case and sometimes it finds us’ 
(p.182-3). This involves both purpose and serendipity. In this study (as discussed in 
1.5 and 5.2), I have both found the case and the case has found me, with a fair 
measure of serendipity as well.  
Hay (2010) also makes the point that a case is chosen purposefully when it has been 
identified on the basis of the issues and themes that have emerged from a review of 
previous literature. In this sense, the particular case under study is an example of 
more general phenomena that can be theorised. The tenant-participation literature 
review conducted as part of this study pointed to a specific set of participation 
barriers faced by public-housing residents. While there are certainly context 
dependent aspects to the case being studied in this project—such as the size and 
population of the housing complexes and my position in the case as a resident 
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researcher—the barriers identified in the literature were clearly reflected in my own 
experience of being a social-housing resident and in my efforts to participate. More 
than this, these barriers also coincided with my experiences in relation to tenant 
participation. In fact, it was these experienced barriers, and the attempt to respond to 
these barriers, that inspired the study and the consequent identification of the relevant 
literature, which pointed to these barriers as a widely experienced phenomenon. It is 
the shared circumstance as social housing residents and shared barriers to 
participation that makes elements of this case characteristic of a broader public-
housing resident population, and adds to the potential reach and validity of this study.   
 
5.6 Reliability and validity 
Ethnography has often been characterised by a concern about reliability and validity. 
Positivist notions about detached objectivity may well position ideological, political 
and physical engagement as compromising the objectivity of research. However, 
critical forms of research and the post-positivist perspective they draw from, reject 
the whole notion of researcher neutrality or researcher objectivity, seeing all research 
as coloured by the perspective of the researcher and the economic, social and 
political structures that contextualise the research. In this spirit, the position of 
critical ethnographers on their reflexive inquiry involves a more central positioning 
of the researcher's own perspective. A critical researcher seeks to directly 
acknowledge their own biases, limitations, histories and institutional standpoints and 
what bearing they have on their work (Madison, 2011). This positionality sits in 
contrast to any notion that the researcher may in some way be scientifically 
objective.  In this process, claims on research validity and reliability are not centered 
on notions of detached objectivity, but rather are linked to a socio-historic frame of 
reference articulated by the researcher (see Chapters 3 and 4).  
 
5.7 Methods of data collection 
It cannot be said that any particular research method is inherently critical: in critical 
research any methodical tool can be used because ‘…it is the way the data is 
approached and interpreted, the methodology and not the method of data collection 
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per se, which characterises critical social research’ (Harvey, 1990, p.6). What is vital 
in critical ethnography is the recognition that the meanings may appear to be group 
centred, but a critical researcher will see these meanings as having been mediated by 
structural concerns. In other words, in critical accounts the group being studied is not 
independent of structural factors. At its core this research makes critique central to 
the research process and can use the full range of data-collection processes.  
 
5.7.1 Why in-depth interviews? 
This study used a ‘book-end’ in-depth interview method. Book-end interviews 
usually denote two sets of interviews carried out with the same respondent sample at 
either end of a research process. This is done to determine and quantify some kind of 
shift in the respondents’ perspective. One round of fifteen resident interviews, which 
explored resident subjectivities around state-sponsored participation processes, was 
carried out prior to the use of Village. A second round was conducted with residents 
after they had used the Village participation process for seven months. One interview 
was also conducted with a community housing worker as part of this case study.  
In relation to the key aim of this study, which is to explore the participation 
subjectivities of participants, Greetz (1973 as cited in Hay, 2010), suggest that 
…understanding key informants in complex cultural situations usually requires semi-
structured in-depth interviews or observation methods that, although time consuming, 
often result in a deeper or more detailed appreciation of the complicated issues involved 
(p.7). 
Interviews can investigate the complex behaviours and motivations of participants. 
Goss and Leinbach (1996) point out that while these sorts of in-depth interviews are 
not a way to distil public opinion, they are an effective way to get the subjective 
views of a person or a group of people. This approach is consistent with the 
qualitative approach researchers like Maccoby (as cited in Hay, 2010) say are needed 
in face-to-face verbal interchanges in which the interviewer is trying to draw opinion 
or belief from another person.   
Hay (2010) helps us understand the core qualitative rationale for in-depth interviews 
suggesting that by 
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…collecting a diversity of subjective meaning, opinion, and experiences, in-depth 
interviews are able to fill a gap in knowledge other methods, such as observation or 
census data, cannot. In this way in-depth interviews can be used to counter the claims of 
those who presume to have discovered the public opinion. For this reason, in-depth 
interviews are often used to seek out the opinions of different, often marginalised groups 
whose opinions are rarely heard (p.80). 
Platt (1988) puts it in basic terms, suggesting that the qualitative research approach 
explores the ‘why’ and ‘how’ of behavior not just ‘what’; ‘where’ and ‘when’. When 
dealing with human interaction Ward (1972) says that ‘…counting and model 
building statistical estimation are not the primary methods of scientific research: they 
are crude second-best substitutes for the primary technique, story-telling’ (p.185). 
This method is consistent with one of the main motivations of this study, which was 
to explore residents’ voices in response to the popular dependency and apathy 
discourses that are informing government policy perspectives and interventions. 
Emancipatory objectives, central to critical methodological approaches, are also 
advanced through the use of in-depth interviews because they are known to make 
room for and show respect to participant voices. While this method is very different 
in its emphasis from quantitative data collection, the advantage of a qualitative 
approach is that it engages participants and draws them in. This approach is 
consistent with calls made by a number of Australian and international social-
housing researchers for research that contrasts quantitative and positivist methods 
with the particular neoliberal epistemology underlying the dependency analysis in 
housing research (McKee, 2008; Darcy, 2007; Arthurson, 2005; Lincoln & Cannella, 
2004; Nutley, 2003). In this regard Harvey (1990) argues that a ‘…critique of 
oppressive structures involves a critique of the "scientific" knowledge which 
sustain[s] them' (p.5). In response to this critique of positivist approaches to 
knowledge generation, qualitative researchers like Darcy (2007) argue that we must 
…explore and insist upon the development of research methodologies which valorise 
the experiences and the voices from disadvantaged communities themselves, rather than 
assuming that ‘we know what’s best’ for them (p.359). 
In keeping with such calls, this study used the highly qualitative approach of semi-
structured in-depth interviews. This data-collection method assisted me in my effort 
to take a step back from the particular market perspectives that have dominated the 
generation of knowledge in this field. As both a researcher and a social housing 
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resident, I was able to listen to residents’ stories with critical ears. For the many 
reasons stated here, semi-structured, in-depth interviews were felt to be a highly 
appropriate method for this study. Fifteen in-depth, one-hour interviews were 
conducted prior to and after the application of Village at Hope Street (thirty one-hour 
interviews with fifteen participants). These interviews were designed to provide a 
collection of deep and rich data from which to achieve the study's central aim of 
understanding tenant subjectivities prior to and after the Village engagement 
program (see Appendices D, E, F and G – Interview Questions). 
 
5.7.2 Developing interview questions  
In relation to the key aim of exploring the participation subjectivities of participants, 
several important considerations in the development of the interview schedule are 
briefly explored here. By allowing an hour for interviews, and keeping questions to a 
minimum, the interview session was designed to allow room for perspectives, beliefs 
and experiences (stories) to emerge. What started as an interview-schedule draft 
containing a barrage of questions, was reduced to four questions for the resident 
participants and six for the Wentworth Community Housing (WCH) worker (see 
Appendices E and G). According to Hay (2010) such a ratio of time-to-questions 
allows a broad framework and also affords plenty of room for participants to guide 
the direction of the interview. This provides the essential space needed for 
participants to go beyond normative responses and begin to really expose and relate 
their perspectives—to ‘rabbit on’, tell stories and delve into their particular 
subjectivities. Allowing such room also puts the participant in a position of power 
over the interview, allowing them to direct the pace and allowing them to spend time 
where they want to spend it. This passing over of the agenda or power, can engender 
trust and rapport between the interviewer and the researcher. Minichiello et al., 
(1995) also maintain that in terms of maintaining rapport and connection to the 
research process, ‘…starting at the right place (where the participant is at) and taking 
them on a gentle journey is also a crucial consideration in the design or ordering of 
the questions’ (p.84). In this regard, the questions I developed were painstakingly 
considered and tested in an attempt to start at the right place and unfold the questions 
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appropriately 64. The questions were also designed to be broad and general, in order 
to facilitate what Hay (2010) refers to as a pyramid or funneling approach. In this 
approach, general questions are asked initially, but these can be followed up by more 
specific secondary prompts, spontaneously asked in direct response to the direction 
in which the participant is taking the interview. This method works well as a form of 
‘active listening’, which supports and encourages participation, and is also helpful in 
gleaning specific data, which is valuable for understanding very particular 
perspectives.  
While developing a schedule of interview questions is very important, a number of 
scholars also warn against being too structured or rigid in the execution of the 
questions, particularly in qualitative research. In weighing-up the costs and benefits 
of structured and semi-structured approaches, Webb (1982) says that a rough guide 
or semi-structured approach requires you to form skilled questions on the spot, but 
also allows for flexibility and appropriateness. A schedule, or structured interview 
approach, may be well-worded but may be perceived as inappropriate. 65 Because 
there were only four primary questions in my interviews, I had the flexibility and 
time to ask secondary questions or prompts, which allowed for a very context-
sensitive interview process. I found that the primary questions were well-developed 
enough to serve as broad guides in all the interviews I conducted.  
In the development of the schedule, I also focused on open questions that gave 
participants room to explore their perspectives instead of giving simple ‘yes’ or ‘no’ 
answers. As stated, the four primary questions, each of which opened up new topic 
areas, were supported by spontaneous secondary questions that were ‘active 
listening’ responses to the direction the participant was taking. As can be seen in the 
schedule of questions, questions designed to elicit and explore contrast or opinion 
                                                 
64 Kearns, 1991 p2 talks about using key informants to test the interview schedule. In this regard taking a big step 
back from research topic jargon and from key themes like ‘tenant participation’ was essential. Rather, the first 
question to residents goes to the heart of something they can relate to – simply asking: ‘Is there any specific issue 
(or issues), related to your local Hope Street community, that you are interested in?’ From here the interview 
gradually builds and attempts to gradually explore more specific programs that participants may or may not have 
come in contact with. 
65 Tremblay (1982 pp 99-104) says that while it is good to begin with a carefully scripted set of questions to get 
the ball rolling researchers should also be willing to be dynamic in their approach and adjust the questions if 
certain questions seem silly or inappropriate in the context of a particular interview. (83) In this same vein, 
Schoenberger (1991 p187) makes the point that we should always be open to a question being wrong and needing 
correction by the participant. They can also tell you if a question is misplaced and your opinions and tentative 
conclusions can be checked, verified and scrutinised. In this sense he encourages researchers to think of their 
schedule as more of a guide than a fixed and certain set of questions. 
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responses are mixed with questions and prompts designed to elicit description and 
storytelling responses. 
 
5.7.3 Making contact 
Initial contact with participants was made by letter to all thirty-eight Hope Street 
households (see Appendix A) and housing workers (see Appendix B). This letter was 
designed to comply with human-research ethics guidelines and to respond to a 
number of important issues. 66 I followed up this letter by going door-to-door asking 
which residents wished to participate. This process meant that the research sample 
was directed by a self-selection process and there was no conscious targeting of any 
particular resident. From the thirty-eight households (around sixty residents) invited, 
fifteen participants volunteered to be involved in the in-depth interviews, which were 
designed to provide the deep and rich data necessary to explore resident participation 
subjectivities.  
One WCH worker was also interviewed in this study, because I felt that their 
experiences in attempting to encourage tenant participation using conventional 
participation processes and structures, may add to the qualitative data exploring 
resident subjectivities around participation. This community housing worker was 
selected based on their direct work involvement with tenant-participation programs, 
the Hope Street complex and their interest in the Village process. The fact that WCH 
was the local housing provider of the Hope St complex also made this worker an 
obvious inclusion in this housing case study. 
5.7.4 Interview location 
The resident interviews were conducted in the residents’ homes (site 1) or the WCH 
outreach office (site 2). The WCH worker interview was conducted in site 2.  
 
                                                 
66 As outlined by Robertson (1994 p 9) [1] Introduce the researcher and their credentials, [2] explain how the 
researcher got their contact and why them [3] explain the research significance and why they are key? [4] explain 
the level of commitment from them, issues around confidentiality and how the research will be used. An 
interview schedule was also provided in line with Webb’s (1982 p195) recommendation that schedules should be 
made available to participants prior to the interview. 
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5.7.5 Recording interviews 
I used a combination of note taking and audio recording to record interviews. This 
method is advocated by many researchers (Hay, 2010) to ensure that a full record of 
the interview is secured and the interviewer is not distracted by taking notes, but can 
be available for active listening and the spontaneous development of context-
sensitive secondary questions. Maintaining and building on the rapport (established 
at the initial contact) was also an important focus for my interview process. This was 
made much easier by not having to take careful notes. Permission for recording was 
sought at the commencement of each interview. 
In compliance with the codification of rights as outlined by Hay (2010) the following 
matters were also dealt with 
 permission to tape was granted in advance 
 all transcribed material was made anonymous 
 tapes and transcripts were made available to informants who requested them 
 informants were given the right to change an answer 
 informants were given my contact details so they could alter or delete a 
statement 
 informants were expressly told they could discontinue an interview at any 
time 
 informants were expressly told they could pause or stop the tape recorder 
during the interview at any time. 
 
5.7.6 Data protection 
The data collection is password protected on a computer hard drive and backed up in 
a password protected online file storage account. A list of participants has been kept 
and each participant has been given an alias. That alias, and not the participant’s real 
name, is used to identify the data. For security purposes, the aliases and names have 
been kept in separate password protected files. Following National Health and 
Medical Research Council guidelines, the research data will be securely stored for 
five years after publication. 
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5.8 Ethical considerations 
Given the sensitive nature of undertaking research with a group of people who are 
experiencing varying degrees of disadvantage, with many experiencing alienation 
and vulnerability to stigmatisation, ethical considerations were very important for 
this study. The research also involved the use of a program that is based on the 
relationships among a number of individuals living in close proximity to each other 
and engaged in day-to-day neighbour relationships, so particular care was needed to 
ensure that the study respected those relationships by conducting it in accordance 
with ethical protocols. As with all research involving human participants, this study 
was reviewed by the Human Research Ethics Committee. All ethical considerations 
for the study, including issues of confidentiality and potential risks, were also a 
matter for ongoing discussion between myself and my supervisors. 
The research used procedures that maintained the anonymity and confidentiality of 
all participants. All data was handled confidentially and all information was sought 
on the understanding that the respondents could not be identified. Interview 
participants were provided with an information sheet prior to their involvement (see 
Appendices A and B). They all provided written consent (see Appendix C). The 
individual social housing communities that this research focused on had already been 
engaged with each other, and so the research did not bring them together. Having 
said that, disclosure about specific groups or individuals was specifically not invited 
in the interviews. When such disclosure did occur, it was handled with discretion and 
confidentiality.  
 
5.8.1 Checking points to ensure rigor 
Baxter and Eyles (1999) assert that research needs to include appropriate checking 
procedures in which our work is opened up to the scrutiny of interpretive and 
participant communities. In regards to these checking points, as a PhD candidate my 
work has been supervised and I have had my work approved through a Confirmation 
of Candidature process, where my research context and design has been scrutinised 
by a panel of academics. The study has also been approved by a Human Research 
139 
 
Ethics panel, who reviewed the general value of the research as well its specific 
questions, research design and ethical considerations. I have also made my analysis 
of data available to my supervisor and key informants for their review prior to 
inclusion in the thesis. 
In an aspect of the study designed to provide rigor and validity, data was sourced 
from three distinct areas 
 resident interviews and observations provide a local and practical source of 
primary data 
 the WCH interview provides a broader sector-level source of primary data 
 the literature review provides an even broader national and international 
source of secondary data.  
By identifying emergent themes from these three distinct sources of data and 
comparing them, I was able to identify overlapping and consistent themes.  
 
5.9 Critical data analysis 
According to Harvey (1990), the process of analysing data is the most crucial part of 
the critical ethnographic process and it is also the most difficult. Harvey argues that 
there is no simple technique for analysing data critically and that it is by definition a 
researcher centred process. It involves shuffling between empirical data and wider 
structures that contextualise the social milieu. In other words, key to the critical 
process is the researcher themselves, his/her familiarity with the data and ability to 
engage with that data from different perspectives—to be able to locate ‘…interesting 
social microcosms in wider structural forms’ (Harvey, 1990, p.10). To do this, the 
critical researcher has to continually draw on a wider political and social context in 
which the data is positioned and view the data through that lens.  
 
5.9.1 Thematic analysis 
As is common in qualitative research, thematic analysis is the main data analysis 
approach employed in this study. There are a wide variety of forms that qualitative 
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data can take but it most often focuses on meaning, language and signs.  This method 
is designed to help the critical researcher 'crack open' the data, to reveal underlying 
belief systems and assumptions (Walter, 2010, p.473).). A thematic strategy drawn 
from the Graneheim and Lundman framework (2004), is utilised in this study (see 
Appendix H). This study draws on three distinct sources and levels of data 
1. residents’ interviews (representation of local knowledge),  
2. the WCH worker interview (representation of regional knowledge of housing 
authority’) 
3. The tenant-participation literature (representation of national and 
international knowledge).  
The thesis synthesises these levels of knowledge by exploring, comparing and 
grouping ‘meaning units’. In this way, I identify and explore overlapping and 
consistent themes.  Leininger, (1985) tells us that themes can be found and 
consolidated by '…bringing together components or fragments of ideas or 
experiences (otherwise known as ‘meaning units’), which often are meaningless 
when viewed alone' (p.60). 
In critical thematic analysis, this process of segmenting data into themes is guided 
not only by recurrent ideas or meaning units, but also by the way those emergent 
themes relate back to broader structural themes that the study has identified. 
Emergent themes are located as expressions of oppressive social structures. Far from 
the researcher as ‘neutral observer’, this process of critical data analysis involves the 
researcher in an active process of data interpretation. In other words, data or data 
themes are not taken at literal surface value, but are instead contextualised in the 
broader social, political and economic story that has been outlined by the critical 
researcher. A series of distinct steps were followed to achieve this type of critical 
thematic data analysis (see Appendix H). 
 
5.9.2 Data reporting method 
To exemplify each of the reported data themes, two or three quotes have been 
selected and placed within the thesis (see Chapters 7 to 10). To support these two or 
three data examples, reference is made within each of these themes to appendices 
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where further quotes on the related theme can be found. These appendices are placed 
after the main body of the thesis. 
As is the custom with critical qualitative reporting of data, this data reporting method 
is used so that the thesis can deliver the data themes in a manageable way, 
positioning data themes within a discursive critical analysis.  
 
5.10 Conclusion 
This chapter explains how a critical methodological focus was operationalised in the 
collection of interview-data in this study: from the questions asked, to the selection 
of a case study site, the sample used, the qualitative interview methods employed and 
the critical thematic method of data analysis. The thesis’s endeavor to understand 
social-housing resident participation subjectivities (in relation to their past 
experiences of participation and in relation to a new participation process called 
‘Village’) lent itself to an ethnographic and qualitative methodological approach, 
which focused on a particular group in their natural setting. The fact that I came to 
this research with a formed critical perspective, one which challenged conventional 
presumptions around participation, lent itself to a critical ethnographic approach, 
where all data is filtered through a particular socio-historic view of the phenomenon 
under investigation (see Chapters 3 and 4). Core to this critical methodologically is 
the way that data is approached and interpreted. It is not the method of data 
collection but rather the methodology that determines critical social research 
(Harvey, 1990). What is vital in critical ethnography is the recognition that meanings 
may appear to be group centred, but they have in fact been mediated by much 
broader social, political and economic structures. This critical approach to research 
challenges status-quo notions of ‘truth’, and serves as an antithesis to most non-
critical research—which typically reproduces power inequalities (Harvey, 1990).  
Just as critical research entwines existing knowledge systems with existing social 
structures and practices, it also pursues new knowledge by provoking and engaging 
with innovative social structures and practices (Thomas, 1993). My alternative 
participation perspective, as embodied in the Village participation process, represents 
this attempt at the generation of new knowledge through a process of residents’ 
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engagement with an alternative mode of participation. This is a further example of a 
methodological approach located in praxis. This methodological approach is a 
product of this thesis’s core aim—to contrast the subjectivities of residents’ 
experiences with conventional tenant-participation processes with the subjectivities 
produced by Village, a process rooted in pre-market notions of good economic 
citizenship (see Chapter 9). Chapter Six narrows the discussion to an analysis of 
discourse and policy related to the specific focus of this research. It looks at the 
policy of tenant participation and the ways in which it attempts to engage with and 
inform the participation subjectivities of the social housing residents in this study.  
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CHAPTER 6 TENANT PARTICIPATION  
6.1 Introduction  
In this first empirical chapter an analysis of a range of government tenant-
participation policy documents is provided (see an overview of these documents and 
how they were selected in chapter five). This chapter focuses the critical inquiry into 
participation on the specific policy area of this study—that of tenant participation in 
Australian social housing. As part of the analysis of these key policy documents, this 
chapter revisits and builds upon some of the tenant-participation literature introduced 
in chapter one. 
This chapter uses a Foucauldian-style discourse analysis, which seeks to uncover 
institutionalised knowledge systems (or rationalities), and how they are deployed 
through discourse and policy structures (such as tenant participation) to shape citizen 
subjectivities (see 5.4). In the process of uncovering these institutionalised 
knowledge systems, the policy documents studied emerged as important and 
powerful sources of discourse. In reviewing these documents through my particular 
socio-historic lens (see Chapters 2 to 4), tenant participation emerged as a good 
illustration of a neoliberal agenda—where tenant-participation ‘empowerment’ was 
found to be laden with attempts at the market responsibilisation of social housing 
residents, with an ultimate goal of integrating them into paid-work   and private 
housing. By identifying these institutionalised neoliberal agendas within tenant-
participation policy documents, this discourse analysis re-politicises tenant 
participation. It is in this way that the discourse analysis provided in this chapter 
narrows Cooke and Kothari’s (2001) participation critique to the specific site of this 
study—that of social housing tenant participation.  
 
6.2 Emergence of public housing tenant participation in NSW  
Responding to international discourses around empowerment (Perkins et al., 1995; 
Cruikshank, 1999; Newman, 2001; McDonald et al., 2005; Clarke et al., 2007) public 
tenant participation became a strong theme in public housing in Australia in the 
1980s. Despite the fact that tenant participation was, and remains, an ill-defined and 
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slippery concept (Goodlad, 2001), it was broadly promoted by the then NSW 
Minister of Housing, Frank Walker, as being related to two distinct goals (Shelter, 
2003). Social housing tenant participation 
1. was promoted at the organisational level as creating an alternative force to the 
imperatives of the Department, which were not necessarily focused on the 
welfare of tenants or what they wanted 
2. was promoted at the estate level as a means of improving conditions and 
encouraging community relationships amongst tenants (p.4). 
As clearly stated in these goals, resident welfare and what residents want, and 
specifically not the agenda of housing authorities, was the foundation on which 
tenant participation was built. To try to actualise these goals, tenant participation has 
relied on a set of specific engagement processes. This chapter will now turn to an 
examination of these specific processes and how well they have been able to realise 
their goals. 
A large interstate study on tenant participation by Wood (2003) for the Australian 
Housing and Urban Research Institute (AHURI) found that the most common 
participation processes, employed across the three Australian states studied (NSW, 
QLD and SA) focused on resident representation at organised community forums. 
The intention in each case was to encourage some local public-housing residents to 
attend a regular meeting at which they could represent the views of local people. In 
Queensland, the forums invited all public housing residents who wished to attend, 
whereas in the other two states, the forums were restricted to specified delegates 
(Wood, 2003). While there have been various experiments with less formal 
engagement processes, such as knitting groups (Millward, 2005), these basic tenant-
participation processes remain the standard to this day, as indicated in the most 
recent reviews of tenant participation (Engberg et al., 2012; Queensland Department 
of Communities Housing and Homelessness Services, 2011; Hickman, 2006). 
Beyond formal social-housing resident representation at formal consultation 
meetings, residents have also been encouraged to take formal participation roles in 
community development strategies. These processes seek to pass the management of 
projects like community gardens from paid community workers over to residents 
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(Bartolomei et al., 2003). This is also a formal or governance oriented approach to 
participation, as it is typically based around the formation of a committee. In this 
model, meetings are held regularly to manage the community project and the 
specialised management positions, such as treasurer, secretary and chair, are those 
that the Office of Fair Trading (2014) proposes for establishing a legal entity.  
 
6.3 Failure of tenant-participation programs 
Many policy declarations and reviews of tenant participation acknowledge a basic 
failure of program uptake by social housing residents (Randolph & Judd, 2000; 
Shelter, 2003; Wood, 2003; McKee, 2007, 2008; McKee & Cooper, 2008; Paddison 
et al., 2008). Wood’s (2003) interstate tenant-participation review identified a 
consistent lack of participation across the three states that it researched, despite 
concerted efforts to involve residents in management issues. Even where tenant-
participation processes are open to all residents ‘…few people took an active part in 
these meetings’ (Wood, 2003, p.1). Wood discusses a universal failure of tenant-
participation processes at every level: from resident representation at organised 
forums to the grass-roots resident committees that were meant to feed representative 
views into these forums.  
In some cases, the local representatives were nominated by a broader ‘resident only’ 
community group, but the number of resident delegates was limited. Elsewhere, smaller 
‘precinct’ level groups called Neighbourhood Committees had been established on a 
monthly basis but it was apparently hard to maintain involvement at this more localised 
level. Analysis suggested that few residents were enthusiastic about getting involved in 
community activity (p.2).  
In studies outside Australia, tenant-participation programs have been found to be just 
as unsuccessful. A UK report (McKee, 2008) on several tenant participation case 
studies in Glasgow described, …turnout at organised events and responses to 
consultation exercises as ‘low’, and normally comprising of the ‘same old faces’ and 
hardcore stalwarts (p.29). 
In two of the three case studies undertaken by McKee, many of the positions on the 
management committee were not taken up. This included cases where an Annual 
General Meeting had to be called off and held again due to an insufficient turnout 
from shareholding members (McKee, 2008). Even with very important issues, all the 
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case studies reported difficulty in securing attendance at participation events and 
meetings (McKee, 2008). When asked if many people get involved, one frustrated 
committee member of McKee’s UK case studies (2008) stated  
Not really, they [the ‘inactive’ tenants] won’t join anything; they won’t do anything. But 
they’ve plenty to say a lot of them. But nobody will come forward and do anything 
(p.29).  
The frustration that is apparent in this statement demonstrates just how easy it is to 
problematise residents who choose to opt-out of participation processes and to arrive 
at the assumption that resident apathy and dependency is the problem. An example of 
this problemitisation of residents can also be seen in Wood’s (2003) review, where 
he points to individual social problems, such as drug addiction, as key contributors to 
tenant apathy toward participation. The study summed up this perspective with a 
quote that came from an interview with renewal professionals noting that: The life 
experiences of local residents had sometimes resulted in high levels of dependency 
and apathy, which worked against their inclusion in the renewal process [tenant 
participation] (p.4).  
This problematising of public-housing residents in relation to non-participation is 
representative of a general characterisation and stigmatisation of social housing 
residents in both Australia and abroad as being dependent, personally responsible for 
and contributing to the failure of their communities (Birdsall-Jones, 2012; Atkinson 
& Jacobs, 2008; Wood, 2003; McKee, 2008; Flint, 2003). In this context, tenant 
participation emerges as a fundamentally ‘moral’ project, in which ‘opting-out is not 
part of the message’ (Riseborough, 1998, p.238). Residents' failure to engage in these 
normalised acts of participation are consequently attributed to their flawed 
citizenship. 
 
6.4 Capacity building 
With much of the blame for non-participation in tenant-participation programs being 
assigned to residents themselves, fixing the problem through training or capacity-
building emerges as a top recommendation in policy-oriented reviews  
Giving residents the skills to participate effectively in renewal programs is the most 
crucial task for renewal professionals wishing to encourage such participation. In the 
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cases studied, this approach aimed to give individuals or groups the confidence, skills 
and knowledge to enable them to have more control over their collective situation—a 
necessary requirement for tackling the barriers posed by previous life experiences 
(Wood, 2003, p.3). 
As such, policy reviews and discussion papers habitually prioritise 'Providing 
training and development opportunities to up-skill tenants' (Housing NSW, 2008a, 
p.4). '…and expand tenant capacity building (Housing NSW, 2008a, p.2). 
This focus on training is also a core directive of the Tenant Participation Resource 
Service guidelines from Housing NSW (2008) which state that '…tenant participation 
providers should aim to build capacity within social housing communities' (p.3). 
These tenant-participation guidelines seek to nail down training commitments by 
specifically naming programs such as ‘Mentoring and community leadership 
programs’ [and] ‘…training in meeting processes or submission writing’ (p.7), as 
useful in trying to achieve that goal. Indeed, the Results Based Accountability (RBA) 
framework, used to assess performance measures for tenant participation, specifically 
targets its funding on ‘training programs’ (Housing NSW, 2008, p.22). Within this 
RBA framework, resident training is the primary measure of program success and the 
only performance measures mentioned in the guidelines are  
No. [Number] of stakeholders who are using the training and resources [and] …% of 
stakeholders who went on to participate in other community activities or further training 
as a result of the training or resources provided (p22). 
According to the Department of Communities, Housing and Homelessness Services 
(2011), training is considered integral to the successful delivery of tenant 
participation '…capacity building and training opportunities may be required to equip 
tenants with the necessarily skills to offer valuable input and improve their 
circumstances' (p.19). 
According to Cooke and Kothari (2001) and Cornwall (2004), the challenge of 
achieving meaningful participation is not about the capacity-building of local people 
into ‘invited spaces’, nor pathologising locals in terms of their non-participation. 
Instead, they re-politicise the participation project by questioning the assumption that 
these processes and the spaces they employ are inherently a good thing (see 2.3.3). 
For instance, in their third tyranny (‘tyranny of method’), they point to the way that 
the disempowerment of locals can be related to the architecture of these invited 
148 
 
spaces themselves, where specialised and formal participation (like committees and 
representative forums), and the conditioning required to participate in them, are 
given precedence over less formal, more organic and more inclusive community 
centred models of participation. 
This concern about the inappropriateness of formal or invited spaces corresponds 
with McKee’s (2008, 2007) governmentality research on council housing estates in 
the UK. In her research it is revealed that tenants often rejected governance processes 
associated with the committee and the forum. McKee (2008) pointed out that 
residents demonstrated an interest in what she called an ‘…instrumental approach to 
participation’ (p.34), in that they were willing to mobilise around issues they deemed 
important but that this did not necessarily mean they were willing to commit to 
formal and onerous governance processes—processes that involved new skills, time, 
commitment and an agenda that was seldom their own. If we acknowledge the 
insights of scholars like Cooke and Kothari and McKee and challenge the 
assumption that these formal spaces are inherently a good thing, and if we re-
politicise participation processes, we may see them as Cornwall (2005) suggests, as 
technologies of government that use ‘…subtle and coercive means to direct subjects 
toward specific ends’ (p.78). If the primary focus of these programs is not resident 
empowerment in housing-related matters, we may ask, to what ends are these 
programs directed? 
 
6.5 Participation as therapy—conditioning the market integrated subject 
This thesis does re-politicise tenant-participation programs, and seeks to determine 
the ends to which such programs are directed. A good example of a coercive agenda 
can be found at the very inception of tenant-participation programs, when Arnstein 
(1969) in his research on the emergence of tenant-participation programs, found that 
programs were only ‘masquerading as citizen participation’ (p.219). Arnstein 
asserted that such programs were ‘masquerading’ because 
Their [state-sponsored tenant-participation programs] real objective is not to enable 
people to participate in planning or conducting programs, but to enable powerholders to 
“educate” or “cure” the participants (p.217). 
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Arnstein’s analysis of tenant-participation programs highlights the way these 
participation programs can be seen as a technology of a neoliberal rationality. That 
is, they are designed and enacted to regulate the conduct of conduct (Foucault et al., 
1991; Dean, 1999). In this regard, he further argues that ‘The tenants are brought 
together to help them adjust their values and attitudes to those of the larger society’. 
(p.219).  
With such neoliberal therapy objectives identifiable at the inception of tenant-
participation programs, such programs, and their claims about ‘empowerment’, can 
be viewed with further scepticism—given the heightened neoliberal framing of social 
policy in the past decade (see 4.4). Also, given these therapy objectives of tenant 
participation, it is perhaps unsurprising that tenant-participation literature finds that 
already vulnerable residents are not empowered but further alienated by such 
programs.  
To this effect, we see tenant-participation programs committed not so much to 
hearing resident voices as to training (therapy) and the ultimate market integration of 
residents. Cruickshank (as cited in Raco, 2000), refers to empowerment as a 
'…technology of citizenship or a strategy or technique for the transformation of 
subjectivity from powerlessness to active citizenship [where active citizenship means 
paid employment] (p.2191)  
This construction of market subjectivities through governance processes has strong 
parallels with findings in critical urban research, where scholars like McGuirk and 
Dowling (2011) explore the politics of social reproduction in everyday residential 
spaces. Just as my analysis sees tenant participation as a space in which the state 
attempts to construct market subjectivities, McGuirk and Dowling’s research on 
masterplanned estates also demonstrates the way neighbourhood governance 
processes can be employed as technologies of social reproduction. Similarly, critical 
scholars like Flint (2003) point to ‘…the new attitudes and skills involved in tenant 
participation’ as an ultimate attempt to help subjects '…create the means for their 
own consumption, primarily through gaining access to the labour market’ (p.614). 
In this way, tenant-participation programs are about far more than residents' 
empowerment or finding a voice. This thesis proposes that it is this market rationality 
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that is at work in tenant-participation programs, both in the policy framework and in 
the processes themselves, and this helps to explain why so many public-housing 
residents experience barriers to their involvement. 
Queensland’s landmark twenty-year review of its tenant-participation program 
(Queensland Department of Communities Housing and Homelessness Services, 
2011) serves as a powerful example of this paid-work neoliberal agenda. This major 
policy review seamlessly progresses its policy discourse from a market therapy 
agenda (or capacity building) to a paid-work and private housing imperative for 
resident, so that an employment and private housing agenda has become blatant, 
asserting a new dominance over the tenant-participation policy discourse. Within the 
sole context of tenant participation, the review announces ‘…a new focus of the 
program on increased economic participation’ (p.21). As if it is an inevitable and 
natural development of tenant-participation programs, this review not only positions 
paid employment as an outcome of capacity-building among residents, but states that 
employment is the first and most central objective of tenant participation.  
The first objective will enable social-housing tenants of working age who are not in paid 
employment to access the skills and support they need to become job-ready, employed 
and socially engaged (p.3). 
In these statements, which you might expect to hear from an employment agency like 
the Commonwealth Government's Centrelink, the review moves on to reinforce this 
tenant-participation policy priority 
 Ways to increase the economic participation and social inclusion of social-
housing tenants and household members include 
 assisting tenants who are not employed to make their best efforts to become job 
ready 
 helping tenants access the skills and support they need to improve their chances 
of securing employment or increasing their community participation 
 linking tenants to opportunities which help achieve greater economic 
participation and independence (p21). 
This discursive progression from capacity building to employment outcomes has also 
begun appearing in NSW tenant-participation policy documents, where ‘…initiatives 
that encourage [the] economic opportunities available’ (p7) has become a goal in 
NSW’s Tenant Engagement Framework (Housing NSW, 2011b).  
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In Queensland’s tenant participation twenty-year review (Queensland Department of 
Communities Housing and Homelessness Services, 2011) we find a further 
significant expression of a neoliberal policy progression, in the form of a second 
tenant-participation objective that is related to moving residents from public tenure to 
private housing.  
Social-housing tenants and household members who are able to increase their financial 
independence through employment have the potential to extend their housing options to 
include affordable private rental housing or home ownership. A renewed tenant-
participation program can help reduce reliance on long-term social housing by some 
tenants who only require short-term and/or targeted assistance (p.21). 
This tenant-participation objective was drawn from a new government policy 
strategic direction in 2006.A major feature of the new system was, '…creating 
pathways around, through and from social housing into the private rental and home 
ownership markets' (as cited in Queensland Department of Communities Housing 
and Homelessness Services, 2011, p.8). 
This policy discourse example allows us to take the capacity-building focus of 
tenant-participation policy discourse to its logical neoliberal conclusion of paid 
employment and private housing—the two key hallmarks of neoliberal citizenship. 
We see here an attempt to use the capacity-building agenda of tenant-participation 
programs to reform flawed citizens and integrate them into successful market 
citizenship. While this employment and private housing discourse has only become 
overt more recently in policy discourse, tenant participation’s historic capacity-
building focus (see 6.4) can also be understood to be related to a market 
responsibilisation agenda. Even where employment or private housing outcomes are 
unlikely outcomes for residents, participation to “educate” or “cure” (Arnstein, 1969,  
p.217),  is a clear theme in the design and execution of tenant-participation programs 
Through the governmentality lens of this study, tenant-participation programs 
emerge as an instrument or technology of a neoliberal rationality. From this 
theoretical vantage point, these processes can be seen less as a neutral, or non-
political, mechanism for resident empowerment—as they are depicted in much 
tenant-participation literature—and more as an attempt to condition residents into the 
particular skills and subjectivities necessary for market citizenship, with the ultimate 
goal of paid-work and private housing. This governmentality analysis of tenant 
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participation corresponds with Cooke and Kothari’s (2001) broad critique of 
participatory development, where they identify the ways in which participatory 
development (under the guise of participation rhetoric like empowerment) is 
employed to manufacture market subjectivities (see 2.3).  
This neoliberal colonisation of tenant participation is apparent not only in the 
capacity-building and employment agenda that is increasingly present in these policy 
documents, but it is also characteristic of the participation spaces themselves. In 
these spaces, elements of specialised and formal governance participation, like 
committees and representative forums, and the up-skilling or conditioning required to 
participate in them, are given precedence over less formal, more organic and more 
inclusive community-centred models of participation. Just as with the broader 
critique of participation, this concern with the character of these ‘invited spaces’ (as 
laden with power dynamics), resonates with Cooke and Kothari’s (2001) ‘tyranny of 
method’ (See also Cornwall, 2004). 
This thesis argues that the re-politicisation that Cooke and Kothari seek to achieve 
for international participatory development, is just as pertinent in the context of 
public-housing resident tenant participation.  
 
6.6 Resident resistance 
More than just opting-out and backing away from formal governance participation 
programs, tenant participation has also met with a degree of more active resistance 
from residents. In the largest tenant-participation survey of its kind, the Queensland 
Department of Communities Housing and Homelessness Services (2011) sent a 
survey to 63000 residents asking them how they rated the goal of '…increasing the 
number of tenants who volunteer in their community by 50% by 2020' (p.16).  
Of the 430 residents who responded, a sign in itself of poor participation, the review 
found that this was '…the least supported goal’ with 21% of respondents who 
‘strongly disagreed’ or ‘disagreed.’ (p.16) 
The review concluded that this reflected a concern later raised by respondents in the 
qualitative section of the survey: that there may be too much pressure on tenants to 
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be involved. While this is as far as this study took this question, the critique of 
participatory development by Cooke and Kothari (2001)—and the application of 
some aspects of this critique by critical tenant-participation scholars like McKee 
(2008)—begins to provide a deeper insight into non-participation. 
Both the policy orientated and the critical literature on tenant participation indicates a 
rejection of the participation strategies deployed by housing authorities that, far from 
just giving residents a voice, clearly have market agendas running through them 
consistent with broader welfare policy. This finding, and the consequent call for 
more appropriate engagement processes, is also clearly echoed in Australian policy-
oriented studies (Randolph et al., 2000; Wood, 2003). Despite the underlying focus 
of these studies on the development of new skills and the underlying problems of 
dependency and apathy, they also recognise a resident call for processes that 
acknowledge and build on resident and community characteristics such as 
informality and non-specialised roles. In this regard, Wood’s (2003) study on 
achieving resident participation found very low rates of participation in the many 
estates it studied. The report concluded that:  
…often the formality of consultation or participation processes, such as meetings, 
and the exclusive nature of the language used were daunting, and discouraged local 
participation (p4).  
The study also found that the small number of residents who did try to get involved 
often felt manipulated and ignored by renewal authorities. These are all concerns that 
clearly reverberate through the critique of participation offered by Cooke and 
Kothari, Cornwall and other critical participation scholars (see Chapter 2). 
 
6.7 Conclusion  
As outlined in this chapter a major, if not central theme, in many of the Australian 
and international studies on tenant participation is one of poor participation rates by 
social housing residents (Simmons & Birchall, 2007; McGee, 2008; Wood, 2003). 
Despite hints that suggest a need for fundamentally different processes, most policy-
oriented research defaults to recommendations that support resident capacity-
building and reference disadvantage and apathy as being the key barriers to 
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participation. Contrary to this, a governmentality assessment of the problem of 
tenant-participation program failure points to governments’ attempts to engender 
responsibilisation through complex governance processes and a broad neoliberal 
rationality that seeks to integrate subjects into the processes associated with the paid 
labour market and private housing. According to Dufty-Jones (2016, p.8) 
Tenant participation programs are an example of how social housing tenants are not just 
provided with new opportunities to ‘choose’ and ‘participate’, but combined with such 
‘freedoms’ are governmental processes of responsibilisation (p.8)67. 
While tenant participation is typically sold to residents as a way that they can be 
empowered and find a voice, the reality is that they are being asked to commit to far 
more than that. In tenant-participation policy statements and reviews, strong themes 
of formal governance process, resident capacity-building and ultimately market 
integration are clearly apparent. In this way, we see a colonisation of resident 
participation by a market-focused agenda. From this perspective it can be surmised 
that notions such as empowerment and social inclusion have been used in much the 
same way as shame inducing discourses like dependency and apathy—they are 
simply more affirmative and politically correct ways of regulating human conduct 
towards particular ends (Cruikshank, 1999; Rose, 1999). Even where employment or 
private housing outcomes are seen by tenant participation policy providers as 
unlikely or only a distant hope, ‘participation as therapy’ remains a strong theme in 
the design and execution of tenant-participation programs (Arnstein, 1969).  
Whether from a policy-oriented or critically informed perspective, the literature on 
tenant participation points to a basic failure of tenant-participation processes and the 
need for new, more accessible and more resident-centred approaches to participation. 
At the core of this thesis’s critical analysis is the identification of an alternative 
participation perspective—one which could qualify the market centric perspective of 
current tenant-participation programs and open the way for a very different kind of 
participation regime. 
Chapter seven, the first of the four data chapters that follow this chapter, explores 
Hope Street resident participation subjectivities related to conventional tenant-
                                                 
67
 See also Flint (2002); Flint (2003); Flint (2004b); Flint (2004a); Flint (2006); Hackworth (2005); 
Posner, (2012). 
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participation programs. As discussed, analysis of this data will be mediated and 
processed through the lens of a particular socio-historic perspective on participation. 
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CHAPTER 7 A CRITICAL ACCOUNT OF RESIDENT 
PARTICIPATION SUBJECTIVITIES 
7.1 Introduction  
The findings in this first data-analysis chapter consolidate the case made in much of 
the Australian and international tenant-participation literature: that formal tenant 
participation processes are problematic for many public-housing residents (see 
Chapters 1 and 6). Much of the existing research places the problem of non-
participation onto residents themselves, by pointing to their dependency (their failure 
to participate in the normalised acts of paid-work and private housing) and the need 
for their reform through therapeutic participation policy settings (see 6.5). This thesis 
brings a different perspective, centred in an alternative, non-market conception of 
citizenship participation. From this perspective, conventional participation processes 
are not assumed as neutral, or as fundamentally a good thing, but rather they are re-
politicised and seen as a technology of the neoliberal state (see Chapters 2). That is, 
they are an attempt to build residents’ capacity in formal and specialised governance 
roles with the ultimate agenda of responsibilising residents into paid-work and 
private forms of housing. This alternative framing of the problem of participation 
allows the thesis to interrogate non-participation in a different way and makes more 
room to hear residents' reasons for opting-out.  
 
7.2 Resident awareness of participation processes 
As a starting point for understanding resident subjectivities related to tenant 
participation, the interview schedule was designed to begin by exploring residents’ 
experiences of participation processes (Appendix E). Following the first question, 
which asked residents what their participatory ideas, issues or concerns were (see 
Table 5.1), the second question asked residents how they might go about putting such 
ideas, issues or concerns into action and what strategies, methods or processes they 
saw as available to help them do this. In response to this, residents discussed a range 
of tenant participation processes.  
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As demonstrated in this data (and further shown in Appendix I-L), Hope Street 
residents had a clear awareness of available conventional formal or semi-formal 
tenant participation processes and structures—such as resident groups and the 
development of formal resident proposals; attending and voicing concerns at public 
meetings and having tenant representation on formal tenant participation committees 
at the regional or state level. As also demonstrated in this data, it is these specific 
resident participation processes and structures that are promoted to Hope Street 
residents by their local housing authority (see Chapters 1 and 6). One resident 
referred to in this study as Richard, indicated his awareness and spoke of his previous 
participation in  
...joining a formal tenant participation group to voice your issue or activity. 
                       (‘Richard’, Interview 5, Male, 2011, 60-65yrs, Data: Q2) 
Ingrid, spoke of 
…a residents’ committee for maintenance etc. [and]…legal status for a resident group.  
                       (‘Ingrid’, Interview 8, Female, 2011, 55-60yrs, Data: 33.25, 6.31) 
Another resident, Harold, stated  
When you form a group and put a detailed proposal together and someone costs it and 
then you’ve got a chance of getting five to ten thousand so I can't see any other ways to 
do it.  
                                (‘Harold’, Interview, 11, Male, 2011, 70-75yrs, Data:14.20) 
The promotion of such conventional approaches to tenant participation was also 
clearly apparent in the remarks of Anne, a senior Wentworth Community Housing 
(WCH) worker who had a long history in Housing NSW tenant-participation 
programs and was directly involved in the management of Hope Street at the time of 
the study’s field work. Anne spoke of setting up a participation process by  
…getting a representative panel of tenants coming together. So it might be two people 
from the mountains, two from the Hawkesbury, two from Penrith and rotate the meeting 
around the various locations so people could just drop in at those forums talk to other 
tenants who might represent them about bringing forward some particular issues. 
                                           (‘Anne’ WCH, Female, 2011, 45-50yrs, Data: 30.05) 
These interviews reveal a theme related to future plans for conventional participation 
processes: to unite resident voices and to act as a mechanism for gaining influence 
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with the housing authority. However, when those interviewed were asked about their 
previous experiences of such processes, no successful experiences were reported and 
some serious problems were identified by all those interviewed, including the 
housing worker. In a statement that summed up this contradiction between the hopes 
and beliefs in these processes and the experience of their failure, Anne referred to her 
many years of managing tenant-participation programs 
[the] Public Housing Tenant Committee State-wide has never functioned well, and it's 
not representative and it’s certainly … even the people on that committee would say, it's 
fairly token as well. But is having something that doesn't work very well better than 
having nothing? 
                                                (‘Anne’ WCH, Female, 2011, 45-50yrs, Data: 32.15) 
The fact that, despite the recognition of their problems, such conventional tenant-
participation processes are continually proposed by some residents, by housing 
authorities and by the tenant-participation literature more broadly (see Chapters1 and 
6), is illustrative of the degree to which these processes are de-politicised and are 
conceived as ‘normal’ or completely benign vehicles for participation (see Cooke 
and Kothari’s analysis as outlined in chapter two).  
It is through such definitions of the parameters of normal conduct that Foucault et al. 
(1991) and Dean (1999) suggest that government can be seen to constitute 
governable subjects. The pathologising of public-housing residentsfor non-
participation is a characteristic example of the arguments of Rose (1999) and 
Bauman (1998), when they discuss the way individuals who are unable or unwilling 
to undertake ‘normalised’ acts are conceptualised as flawed citizens. In the 
conventional construction of the problem of non-participation, it is the residents 
themselves that are scrutinised, rather than the participation process. 
Cooke and Kothari’s (2001) Foucauldian critique of participatory development urges 
us to deconstruct state discourses around what it is to be ‘normal’ and instead 
recognise the way such normal acts are aligned with political goals or state-
sanctioned rationalities (Foucault, 1991). While policy-oriented analysis positions 
non-participation as being further evidence of resident dependency (Wood, 2004), 
Foucauldian analysis suggests that non-participation can be perceived as a form of 
resistance within those normative participation practices to the exercise of political 
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power, such as market responsibilisation in the case of tenant participation. 
(Cornwall, 2004; Vincent, 2004). The analysis in this thesis steps back from 
normative constructions of participation that construct public-housing residents as 
flawed citizens and in need of participation therapy, and instead scrutinises the 
participation process itself and its use as a technology of market responsibilisation. It 
is to this scrutiny that the chapter now turns.  
 
7.3 Non-Participation in market oriented tenant participation 
The first aim of this study is to understand resident participation subjectivities. Thus, 
coming to terms with residents’ feelings about and experiences of these formal and 
semi-formal participation processes is pivotal. This was the main subject of the first 
round of resident interviews (see Appendix I). These feelings, experiences and 
perspectives, or subjectivities, around conventional tenant participation processes are 
now explored.  
While Harold, Ingrid and Anne did express aspirations in regard to these formal 
participation processes (as indicated in 7.2 and Appendix I), they also talked about a 
problem with these formal participation processes at the most basic level. By their 
estimate, these processes had failed to inspire any degree of sustained involvement 
from residents. Harold stated 
I used to go to meetings out at Richmond [local housing office] they were expecting two 
or three hundred. Only six would show up. I don't know, you can't do nothing about it.  
                              (‘Harold’, Interview, 11, Male, 2012, 70-75yrs, Data: 2-07.10) 
Harold spoke of his neighbours’ reactions to meetings 
… as soon as you mention a meeting, it's: “No I’m not going to go”. [and]  
A lot don't want to go to meeting. ...people just didn't seem to be interested. 
           (‘Harold’, Interview, 11, Male, 2011, 2012, 70-75yrs, Data:16.30, 2-04.12) 
 
Harold’s assessment of resident disinterest was corroborated by another resident, Jill 
I couldn't be bothered going to any of them [resident meetings], not that I've known 
when any have been on. [and] 
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There's some people that wouldn't go to a meeting no matter what, even if they weren't 
busy, but they just don't like meetings 
                     (‘Jill’, Interview 4, Female, 2012, 55-60yrs, Data: 2-20.35, 2-19.55) 
Ruby similarly said:  
[I tend] not to volunteer to go to things like that [tenant participation meetings]. I tend to 
think that my opinion isn't very important….  
                                (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14, Female, 2011, 60-65yrs, Data: 13.05) 
After talking about what he saw as the many difficulties with participation processes 
(outlined in 7.4), Richard also felt that he or other residents would not engage with 
these processes because 
Without a resolution [to the difficulties of participation processes he discusses in section 
7.4], it seems to me that it will be inevitable that people like me will just use their home 
as a place to sleep. It [participation] is all too difficult and unrewarding as it stands. 
                                            (‘Richard’, Interview 5, Male, 2011, 60-65yrs, Data: Q3) 
These comments demonstrate not only a disillusionment with and alienation from 
current tenant participation processes, but also a resultant lack of community 
engagement. In this data we find participation subjectivities that highlight a 
disengaged and disempowered construction of self around participation. 
In a continuation of her account of the problem with tenant participation processes, 
Anne, drawing once more on her many years as a housing worker with Housing 
NSW, and her experience with tenant participation processes throughout NSW, 
stated 
Doesn't tend to really work [tenant participation] because it’s a bit forced. Not really a 
community development model, more a housing model.  
                                             (‘Anne’ WCH, Female, 2011, 45-50yrs, Data: 44.20) 
By talking about tenant participation as being a ‘housing model’ and not really a 
‘community development model’, Anne makes a reference to tenant participation 
being an institutional form of participation (Tufte and Mefalopulos, 2009) (see also 
chapter 2). Anne’s analysis of tenant participation corresponds with that of Cooke 
and Kothari’s (2001) first tyranny, which suggests that, while housing agencies pay 
lip-service to the rhetoric of participation, their use of institutional forms of 
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participation do not embody the community development ideals of power sharing or 
genuine empowerment.  
 
7.4 A critical look at resident reasons for opting out  
Informed by Cooke and Kathari (2001) and Cornwall (2004), this thesis's analysis of 
tenant participation is less concerned with overcoming the problem of resident non-
participation, so much as with re-politicising it. It is within this context that this 
chapter now turns to a review of resident accounts of opting out. 
7.4.1 Domination, intimidation and feeling unheard 
Feelings of being dominated, intimidated and unheard in conventional tenant 
participation processes was by far the most prevalent theme in the interviews and 
many residents spoke passionately about such feelings (Appendix I/2). A good 
example of this can be seen in comments many residents made about a 2010 
‘consultation’ meeting with Housing NSW and WCH (Appendix L/2). As part of a 
state-wide transfer of property management to private housing providers, this 
meeting was held to consult residents about their ‘choice’ to transfer their housing 
management from Housing NSW (state authority) to WCH (private non-profit 
housing providers).  
As reported in the data to come, this was a deeply fearful process for many residents, 
as they were being asked to sign a new lease with a private non-profit housing 
manager and many were uncertain and very suspicious of the implications of these 
new leases. Leases signed prior to 2005 were continuous, while the new ones were 
subject to annual review and far less secure. Many residents would have elected to 
stay with their more known and secure leases with Housing NSW but they had been 
informed by letter that if they did not sign over they could be transferred to 
properties that Housing NSW continued to manage, which residents saw as being in 
far less desirable areas (the Penrith plains area as opposed to the lower Blue 
Mountains). The feeling of many residents about this meeting was summed up by 
Rachel when she said: 
162 
 
Well it wasn't really a meeting was it? It was set up to be a meeting but it was them 
telling us “oh well if you don't sign up you'll have to move back down to the riff [riff-
raff Penrith plains area].  
                                   (‘Rachel’ Interview, 12, Female, 2011, 30-35yrs, Data: 39.28) 
This consultation meeting, and the specific ‘choice’ based process it was 
contextualised within, represents a very particular form of tenant participation in that 
it is an attempt to employ tenant participation to fulfil Housing NSW's obligations to 
engage and provide choice around a major policy change. While such a policy 
change and the associated tenant participation process, is a less common example of 
tenant participation, as the data in this chapter illustrates it was also very important in 
terms of initiating a relationship with the new housing authority and in setting the 
tone for residents’ participation subjectivities. Even residents like Peter and Richard, 
who typically did have their say in meetings, reported feeling dominated and shut 
down by the housing authority in this meeting. Peter stated that  
They were pushing through this agenda with absolute disregard for anything the tenants 
said. If a tenant raised a question they pretty much just you know, um, fobbed them off 
and went ‘next’. Never really answered any of the questions.   
                              (‘Peter’, Interview, 10, Male, 2011, 45-50yrs, Data: 05.35, 5.40) 
Peter summed up the widely-held feelings of lack of power and rights  
...there's no question that it [transfer to WCH] is a choice but I could stick a gun to your 
head and say you can do A or B it's still a choice. It's your choice. The point is there's a 
gun to your head.  
                                         (‘Peter’, Interview, 10, Male, 2011, 45-50yrs, Data: 09.16) 
 
Here we see even from the most assertive residents, subjectivities related to 
domination in this tenant participation space. Similarly, in a statement that seemed to 
exemplify the feelings of many of the more timid or quiet residents in this 
consultation meeting (which was attended by many Housing NSW and Wentworth 
Community representatives) was given by Lois  
…people are too timid to have a say. People couldn’t have their say in meetings, too 
intimidating.  
                                       (‘Lois’ Interview, 15, Female, 2011, 60-65yrs, Data: 44.10) 
Similarly, in the context of this public forum Ruby stated 
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…and once again you walk out thinking you know it's exactly what I've always thought 
that I don't have a voice, that I'm not entitled to have a say. People don't want to hear 
me. 
                                    (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14, Female, 60-65yrs, 211, Data: 2-19.27) 
This participation example related to housing policy direction concurs with Wood’s 
(2003) findings about resident ‘participation’ in the urban renewal program of three 
Australian state governments. The public-housing residents involved had stated that 
they felt ‘…dominated, ignored or manipulated by renewal professionals and felt 
constrained and limited in their role’ (p.4). In these important policy tenant-
participation contexts, despite the rhetoric of empowerment and participation, 
residents are clearly expressing participation subjectivities related to powerlessness, 
feelings of exclusion, domination and manipulation.  
This type of tenant-participation context corresponds with Cooke and Kothari’s 
framework of participatory development in the developing world, where they 
document a participation process that is less about genuine consultation and power-
sharing with local communities than it is concerned with de-politicising the 
centralised agenda of development agencies. In the context of this participation 
example, Anne’s analysis of tenant participation being more of a ‘housing model’ 
and not a ‘community development model’ (see 7.3) parallels that of Cooke and 
Kothari (2001), which suggests that in these institutional forms of participation we 
find all the rhetoric of participation, like empowerment and power sharing, but in 
reality we discover a top-down agency-led agenda, where decisions are made 
centrally and outside of the community setting and are firmly lodged in the broader 
agenda of market-oriented development (see Chapter 2.3).  
By orchestrating an enforced ‘choice’ to sign new leases with a private housing 
authority and by holding a public forum, the housing authorities are attempting to de-
politicise this centrally determined decision and make residents appear to be the 
‘authors of their own development’ (Cornwall, 2004,  p.93). The tyranny of this sort 
of participation is that it turns participation into just another mechanism or 
technology for the rolling out of the agenda of the neoliberal state (Cooke and 
Kothari, 2001). In this regard Cornwall (2005) argues that these conventional 
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participation spaces are themselves technologies of government, using subtle and 
coercive means to direct subjects toward specific ends. She argues that 
The very act of soliciting the ‘voices of the poor’ can all too easily end up as an act of 
ventriloquism as ‘public transcripts’ are traded in open view (p.78).  
The popular rhetoric of participation, which claims to empower local communities, 
has in practice masked top-down exercises of power.  
Many residents also expressed feelings of domination, intimidation and general 
subjectivities of powerlessness in the more common participation of resident groups 
(Appendix I-2). This participation context related to the intermittent attempts by both 
the housing authority and residents to instigate resident meetings about day to day 
housing issues. In one such example Suzie stated 
I want to try and be stronger but when you have those, you know, two or three people in 
the group that speak up and are so opinionated they just crush you.    
                                    (‘Suzie’, Interview, 1, Female, 2011, 35-40yrs, Data: 14.35) 
Ruby also spoke directly to this theme 
It [tenant participation meetings spaces] is competitive, and for those who are strong and 
opinionated, um, they tend to make sure they are heard. And so you know for those who 
are not that way you tend just really keep stepping back … take another step back each 
time.  [and] 
If you’re not strong in that area well you're not going to be heard.  
                        (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14, Female, 2012, 60-65yrs, Data: 2-19.27, 39.29) 
It was apparent from the comments of Suzie and Ruby and many others (Appendix 
I/2) that they find these face-to-face group meetings intimidating. Moreover, these 
comments also show that these spaces are now specifically unattractive and even 
traumatic for these residents. Feelings shut down and not heard and have silenced 
some residents and informed their decision not to be involved. Here we see a 
construction of self or subjectivity related to feelings of being powerless or too timid 
or dominated which is engendered by residents’ experiences of these resident 
meetings.  
This central theme in the resident interviews illustrates the second tyranny of Cooke 
and Kothari (2001) where a ‘tyranny of the group’ was found in their participatory 
development case studies. In this second tyranny, development agencies are 
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inadvertently, or even consciously, using open public participation spaces like 
meetings and forums to reaffirm and even strengthen local power differentials by 
appealing to an elite and reinforcing the exclusion of already marginalised groups 
such as women, the disabled those with mental health issues (see 2.3.2). Looked at 
through this frame, the fact that many women had reported feeling dominated and 
intimidated in these conventional tenant participation spaces is of concern. As part of 
a reflection on the agency of these conventional participation spaces Christens (2006) 
describes the way they reinforce power differentials 
… knowledge generated in public venues suppresses candor, openness and critique. The 
very openness of deliberations and the public venues in which participation unfolds, 
both of which are celebrated in participatory theory, make participatory processes 
political. Particularly in contexts where there is great variability in power distributions, 
individuals who speak up must do so at their own peril (p.4). 
This analysis of tenant participation processes corresponds with conclusions in 
tenant-participation literature, where McKee (2008) and Wood (2004) and the 
Queensland Department of Communities Housing and Homelessness Services (2011) 
found that participation in tenant-participation events was typically low and in no 
way diverse or representative. In the words of McKee (2008) ‘…comprising of the 
same old faces and hardcore stalwarts.' (p.29). The outcome is that these processes 
produce highly unrepresentative and tokenistic forms of participation. As outlined by 
Cooke and Kothari (2001), such poor representation can easily be manipulated by 
development agencies in the way that they can either 
 dismiss such participation as unrepresentative 
 make special allowance for the minority that does participate 
 induce that minority into compliant rubber stamping with incentives of 
personal gain, such as positions of status or grants or employment 
opportunities. 
In this study, residents overwhelmingly reported that they had a very hard time 
feeling heard in both the contexts of tenant participation consultation forums and 
tenant participation groups. They are clearly saying that they are experiencing 
conventional tenant participation spaces, in all their expressions, as fundamentally 
intimidating and contested—and as spaces in which only the strongest voices are 
heard and the agenda of the most powerful plays out.  
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7.4.2 The problem of formal and specialised processes 
Beyond the reasons for opting-out of participation processes discussed above, 
residents also spoke of how they were deterred from these conventional processes 
because organising them felt overly complicated and burdensome (Appendix I/3). 
For example, Richard stated 
Holding a public meeting, or getting a lobby group together, it is very complicated and 
needs real time and leadership skills. 
                                            (‘Richard’, Interview 5, Male, 2011, 60-65yrs, Data: Q2) 
Richard listed a number of ‘very hard’ issues including  
…the problem of finding time for meetings, managing different agendas and opinions, 
sharing the space in a group so all people get a chance to share their views, sharing the 
various responsibilities so no one has to do everything and power is shared, and getting 
the attention of authorities.  
                                             (‘Richard’, Interview 5, Male, 2011, 60-65yrs, Data: Q3) 
Emerging from discussions about the overwhelming complexity of conventional 
participation processes were also subjectivities related to the burdensome and 
difficult, even unattainable, nature of the leadership that these processes required. 
Suzie stated 
I'd love to do something like this, [organise a tenant participation meeting] but leading 
it. I'd feel like ... I don't know it’s such a huge task and I’d be concerned that I'd be 
leaving too many things out and wouldn't have all the bases covered.  
                                       (‘Suzie’, Interview, 1, Female, 2011, 35-40yrs, Data: 04.28) 
Similarly, Lois stated 
… people here [residents in the complex] don't really have the skills and the confidence 
to organise resident meetings and committees.  
                                       (‘Lois’, Interview, 15, Female, 2011, 60-65yrs, Data: notes) 
In a further demonstration of the difficulty of finding a convenient and stable 
location and getting people together in that location Suzie said that 
…there was nothing, or nowhere where we could come back to each week, no solid 
meeting place or anywhere for us to go: “OK how we going to meet? Where are we 
going to meet? What's the next step?” 
                                     (‘Suzie’, Interview, 1, Female, 2011, 35-40yrs, Data: 07.57) 
167 
 
The perception of how complicated these processes are to organise and run appeared 
to be very disempowering and an active deterrent to participation for these residents. 
Strongly related to this theme, McKee’s (2008) UK social housing case study 
revealed that while the residents interviewed certainly had participation interests and 
ideas, those ideas did not necessarily translate into a desire to be involved in what 
they saw as complex, demanding and daunting governance roles and processes. 
Rather, McKee found that residents typically sought to participate on a single-issue 
basis, or what she called an instrumental basis, without getting obliged into bigger, 
more complex commitments like setting up and attending a meeting, negotiating 
agendas, drawing in and organising people and playing out formalised and 
specialised roles. In terms of this issue- specific interest, or instrumental approach, 
Anne stated 
Some people might want to join a board but very few people want that. They just want 
something that's happening for them in their local community.  
                                                 (‘Anne’ WCH, Female, 2011, 45-50yrs, Data: 46.55) 
Richard spoke about the need for  
…ways to be involved at whatever level I want …and to comfortably dip in and out of 
involvement.  
                                         (‘Richard’, Interview 5, Male, 2011, 60-65yrs, Data: Q3) 
What became apparent in the interviews was that residents had very particular and 
specific issues that they wanted to communicate and possibly engage around, (Table 
5.1) but that this was typically frustrated by complicated and very demanding 
participation processes that typically demanded far more commitment than they were 
willing or able to give. The actual and perceived complexity of these processes had 
implications in terms of residents’ participation subjectivities—with many residents 
expressing feelings of inadequacy and disempowerment about what they saw as 
complicated participation processes.  
 
7.4.3 Inefficient, boring and time wasting 
Another experience of formal participation processes reported by residents was that 
they were inefficient, boring and time wasting (Appendix I/4).  
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I’m past seeing meetings as a social event. They are boring and time wasting and even if 
I think I would like to discuss the issue, the idea of a meeting puts me right off. 
                                        (‘Richard’, Interview 5, Male, 2011, 60-65yrs, Data: Q3) 
I find them [meetings] honestly useless, nothing follows. [and] I don't like going to 
meeting for blah, blah, blah  
                         (‘Helen’, Interview 6, Female, 2011, 55-60yrs, Data: 07.40, 16.28) 
They [meetings] bore me. You've got a room full of people and they’re all saying this, 
that, and the other, and after three hours nothing has been solved.  
                                        (‘Doug’, Interview 3, Male, 2011, 45-50yrs, Data: 21.46) 
This data demonstrates a sense of deep frustration and boredom that is once again 
specifically related to the conventional processes used in tenant participation. The 
fact that participation has become conflated with these meeting processes feeds into a 
resident resistance to participation processes, a resistance that is apparent in many of 
these comments. 
Related to inefficiency was a concern about a lack of process accountability and 
continuity. Harold spoke of the housing authorities' failed history of facilitated 
resident meetings at Hope Street 
Michael [The Client Service Officer (CSO)] used to come and have meetings, about five 
of us would turn up. We just didn't get anywhere but he [the CSO] persisted with that, 
those meeting for about three months. But in the finish he just gave it up. 
                                     (‘Harold’, Interview, 11, Male, 2011, 70-75yrs, Data:11.30) 
Suzie also discussed this inefficiency and a lack of continuity.  
We had a meeting and talked with the people who look after our complex to, I don't 
know, try and get a garden happening and ... it's just a long process I guess ...I don't 
know it just sort of fell apart I guess. The person from Wentworth Area Housing she got 
moved on to somewhere else and then the new person didn't come along. 
                                       (‘Suzie’, Interview, 1, Female, 2011, 35-40yrs, Data: 07.57) 
Resident perceptions of face-to-face resident participation processes is that they are 
inefficient, frustrating and ultimately time wasting. While time inefficiencies and the 
problem with boring processes have been researched in relation to concerns of 
community level engagement more generally
 
(Burns et al., 2004; Butcher et al., 
1980), this has not been well transferred to a review of tenant participation processes. 
It is because leadership and specialised methods of organisation are largely 
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inconsistent with the informal and collaborative nature of community-level groups 
that we find familiar and recurring themes of organisational breakdown, such as time 
wasting; inefficiency; leadership burnout; power struggles; poor general practice and 
domination by some and lack of participation by others (Burns et. al., 2004).  
 
7.4.4 Time pressures  
In an expansion of the theme of inefficiency of meetings and the under-valuing of 
residents’ time, nearly all the residents (Appendix I/5) named time pressures as a 
barrier to involvement in meetings organised by residents or housing authorities. A 
good example of this was given by Jill, who reported that she was very busy as a 
carer for her son who has a lifelong mental health problem. Jill reported that she did 
not have much free time and so could not attend meetings. She explained that 
We just missed the whole lot [tenant meetings]. Important ones that they were having 
and we just had other stuff on that was more important that we couldn't go to it.  
                                         (‘Jill’, Interview 4, Female, 2012, 55-60yrs, Data: 2-00.22) 
In the same way Rebecca stated 
…keep in mind there are some here who do work so they might not have the time to sit 
and discuss whatever is on their mind.  
                                    (‘Rebecca’, Interview 9, Female, 2011, 30-35yrs, Data: 13.11) 
This data about time pressures and the problems with attending tenant participation 
meetings and forums contradicts the notion that residents, by virtue of their 
characterisation as unemployed, have the time to commit to such processes or do not 
value their time. Much of the policy-oriented research that recommends training as a 
solution to non-engagement (6.4), assumes that residents have the time and interest 
for such training and program involvement. This is an assumption that is clearly 
linked to a dependency discourse which positions residents as being not otherwise 
engaged.  
As is apparent in this chapter, conventional tenant participation spaces made 
residents feel dominated and intimidated. Residents also reported that tenant 
participation processes were over complicated, inconvenient and time wasting. All 
these themes relate to the physical design of these participation processes.  
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Taken together, these themes highlight a problem with the intrinsic construction and 
makeup of these participation spaces, spaces that Cornwall (2004) and Eversole 
(2010) describe as ‘invited spaces’, as opposed to spaces that people construct for 
themselves (see Chapter 2). Cooke and Kothari’s (2001) third tyranny, the ‘Tyranny 
of Method’, which relates to the tyranny of the processes themselves, is clearly 
demonstrated in this data. Critical participation scholars such as Cornwall (2004) 
argue that participation has involved the movement of communities into the domain, 
or structures and processes, of development agencies, and that these invited spaces 
physically embody institutional versions of participation—versions that mirror their 
own processes and facilitate their own political agendas. Of this Cornwall (2005) 
argues 
The contrast here between spaces that are chosen, fashioned and claimed by those at the 
margins— those ‘sites of radical possibility’—and spaces into which those who are 
considered marginal are invited, resonates with some of the paradoxes of participation in 
development (p.78). 
By stepping back from the idea that tenant participation was inherently a good thing 
and by applying Cooke and Kothari’s broader critique of participatory development, 
this chapter has facilitated the hearing of residents’ reasons for opting-out. 
 
7.5 Specific resident characteristics 
By revealing problems with existing tenant participation processes, the data outlined 
in this chapter also provides important insights into the specific features needed for a 
more appropriate and viable participation process. The seven points below 
consolidate the key features of a more appropriate process 
1. Participants exercise ownership and control - where housing (or other) 
authorities do not dictate the agenda and the ‘airtime’, but can easily use the 
platform to communicate and be included or informed when needed. 
2. Less confident voices have room to be heard - to take their time, consider and 
reconsider their words and even exercise anonymity if they choose it.  
3. Avoiding intimidating, competitive and pressured participation platforms 
where less confident people are asked to perform in the ‘spot-light’ and fight 
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for contested airtime and where the loudest and most ‘expert’ voices typically 
dominate, and the agenda of the most ‘powerful’ plays out. 
4. The process is casual and informal - as casual as ‘talking over the fence’, 
allowing residents to have their say in a natural and organic way. Avoiding 
the need to ask participants to commit to formality, or to take on roles 
demanding specialised skills, like specialised committee roles that involve 
complexity, over-commitment and the organisational difficulties of 
conventional governance processes. Avoiding ‘capacity building’ and 
‘employment’ skill development or training agendas. 
5. The process facilitates issue specific (instrumental) communication - 
supporting participants to communicate about issues that they themselves 
have time and energy for and determine as important and relevant. Where 
residents can easily opt-in and opt-out and do not feel obliged to engage in 
agendas that they are simply not interested in.  
6. The process is well structured - consistent, transparent, accountable and 
supporting continuity and follow-through. Avoiding the inefficient, repetitive 
time wasting and lack of follow-through of current, typically inconsistent and 
erratic tenant participation processes. Avoiding processes that provide no 
accessible public record and instead rely on paid housing officials, who are 
typically under resourced and who frequently change jobs and so do not 
support processes continuity.  
7. Flexible and convenient - can be participated in at a time and place that suits 
individuals. Does not demand attendance at inconvenient and hard to organise 
meeting venues.  
The need for a new participation process that reflects these six points has also been 
referenced in both tenant-participation and broader participation literature (Cornwall, 
2005; Cooke & Kothari, 2001; Rowe & Frewer, 2000; Beierle & Konisky, 2000; 
Pratchett, 1999). As part of a deeper exploration of why residents might opt-out, this 
study found residents’ participation subjectivities relate to all three of Cooke and 
Kothari’s (2001) tyrannies of participatory development. Related to the first tyranny 
is data demonstrating feelings of being dominated by the top-down agenda of 
housing authorities (see 7.4.1). The second tyranny—that participation processes 
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reinforced local power differentials—is also clearly demonstrated in the data (7.4.1). 
The third tyranny—related to the physical manifestation of the processes 
themselves—is also demonstrated in the way that these processes, that are formal and 
institutional by design, were shown in the interviews to alienate and intimidate so 
many residents. To many residents they were ‘invited spaces’, as opposed to spaces 
that they constructed or fashioned for themselves (see Chapter 2). 
 
7.6 Conclusion 
The alternative perspective that underpins this study (see Chapter 2) facilitates a 
unique interrogation of the details and specifics of resident alienation, which has not 
been interrogated or reported in as much detail in other tenant participation research. 
As part of this deeper exploration of why residents might opt-out of tenant 
participation, this study found that residents’ participation subjectivities are related to 
feelings of being dominated, intimidated and unheard and feelings that participation 
processes are overcomplicated and complex, inconvenient and time wasting. 
As a result, disempowered participation subjectivities were felt by the majority of 
residents interviewed. These findings directly relate to the first aim of this thesis, 
which is to explore resident subjectivities connected to conventional tenant 
participation processes. The findings in this study help consolidate the case that 
market-oriented formal governance participation processes are indeed problematic 
for many residents who already, for one reason or another, find themselves alienated 
from hierarchical, specialised and formal processes that reproduce a market 
conception of participation. 
The analysis in this chapter helps to re-politicise tenant participation processes, by 
establishing the ways in which they operate as technologies of the neoliberal. This 
sits in stark contrast to policy-oriented analysis, which typically sees conventional 
tenant participation processes as good, and not political. This conventional analysis 
also typically places non-participation responsibility, and even blame, onto residents 
themselves and their dependent or flawed status. While critical researchers like 
McKee (2008) have already begun to interrogate these processes, this study brings 
new depth to critical tenant-participation literature. Through the theoretical lens of 
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this study, it becomes easier to hear residents’ reasons for opting-out. Their non-
participation can be seen not as a further indication of their failure to participate in 
the normalised acts of paid-work and private housing (dependency), but as a form of 
resistance to a participation process that is being deployed as a therapeutic 
technology of the neoliberal.  
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CHAPTER 8 NEW KNOWLEDGE VIA A NEW MODE 
OF PARTICIPATION 
 
8.1 Introduction  
The aim of this study is not only to explore resident subjectivities as related to 
conventional state-sponsored tenant participation (see chapter 7), but also to generate 
new knowledge about tenant participation by examining new approaches. This 
process of pursuing new knowledge by encouraging new social practices is a key 
goal of critical research. With this approach, this thesis endeavours to find a 
participation mechanism which provides an alternative to the market orientation of 
state-sponsored tenant-participation processes. Where these conventional tenant-
participation processes are governance focused and therefore formal, specialised and 
hierarchical (with roles like treasurer, chair and secretary) and where they are 
typically time-demanding processes involving face-to-face meetings and public 
forums, the alternative approach needs to be far more in harmony with community 
characteristics: a natural extension of a resident having an issue or idea and ‘talking 
over the fence’.  
In terms of this new process, the Internet emerged in the interviews (as well as in the 
literature) as having interesting participation potential. The Internet’s 
multidimensional (or many-to-many) architecture and its rapidly increasing 
facilitation of street level agency is making it a platform of great participation 
promise (see 2.4). As the data in this chapter demonstrates, many of the residents 
interviewed in this study experienced some degree of improved participation 
subjectivity through their use of the Internet.  
 
8.1 The call for alternative processes 
Throughout the literature on tenant participation there are references to the need for a 
more appropriate, more community centred participation process (see 2.3.4). This is 
also a call heard more broadly in relation to participatory development and grass-
roots or community level organisations, where many studies and reports (Metcalf, 
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1995; McCluskey, 1999; Thompson et al., 2003) refer to inappropriate community 
based management structures resulting in poor practice; leadership burnout; power 
struggles and conflict; long-winded meetings; domination by the few and lack of 
participation by most others. While overcoming some of the barriers to conventional 
participation programs—such as more skill development, providing childcare and 
more convenient timing of meetings (Wood, 2003; Randolph et al., 2000)—may be a 
path to involvement for some public residents, it would seem from a critical analysis, 
that alternative participation perspectives that reform the process (structural change) 
rather than reform the participants, are crucially needed if tenant participation is to be 
less of an ‘invited’ or ‘institutional’ space and more community-centred (see 2.3.4) 
In the interviews (beyond their many criticisms of conventional processes in 7.4), 
residents also highlighted the need for new tenant participation processes. Suzie 
stated 
First person that comes up with a better process, so many groups that have meetings, 
they'll just love you. Because to try and ... it's such a difficult process to sit in a group 
and try and get everything covered.  
                                      (‘Suzie’, Interview, 1, Female, 2011, 35-40yrs, Data: 16.52) 
In this same vein Richard said 
[participation] is all too difficult and unrewarding as it stands.  
                                           (‘Richard’, Interview 5, Male, 2011, 60-65yrs, Data: Q3) 
In investigating a response to this need, I was particularly aware that, as a social-
housing resident, I had been through a process of feeling alienated by state-sponsored 
participation processes and I was already developing a response in the form of 
Village. It was, however, only after my first few interviews that I discovered what a 
strong theme the Internet was for residents. This emerging insight prompted me to 
ask residents in the interviews that followed about their experiences of online 
engagement and I began to explore literature related to online participation (see 2.4). 
In this way, online engagements became a key theme, one that this chapter now 
explores. 
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8.2 Resident involvement in Internet platforms 
As well as providing insights into the key characteristics of a more appropriate and 
viable participation process, the majority of residents also directly discussed an 
engagement process that they liked and were already using. This process already 
contained many elements of a more community-centred approach to participation 
(see 7.5 Specific resident characteristics). I am referring to the Internet, which 
emerged as a very strong theme in the form of data showing resident engagement in 
various aspects of online activity, such as social media, online discussion forums and 
email (see Error! Reference source not found.).  
Despite some resident concern about the limited nature of Internet access for public-
housing residents generally (see 8.2.4), interviews quickly showed that the vast 
majority of residents were regularly using the Internet, with all but one reporting 
using the Internet in their daily lives as an engagement platform (see Table 5.1). 
Helen, for example, was typical of many residents in her use of the Internet. She had 
the Internet at home and reported that she used it daily (Interview 6, Female, 2011, 
55-60yrs, Data: 20.38). Despite expressing a concern about the possibility of Internet 
based engagement ‘dehumanising’ society (Interview 6, Female, 2011, 55-60yrs, 
Data: 25.13), Helen had a very enthusiastic view of her personal Internet based 
engagement: 
Meetings NO! … but the Internet group YES! Internet and probably, I don't know. I 
don't see any other way. [to sustain her participation in resident issues] 
…so this [the Internet] can be very well utilised and they are doing it today and there are 
less and less personal meetings everywhere. There are people joining in on, particularly 
Facebook … very popular.  
I think it's [the Internet] very practical and acceptable and effective and efficient. 
     (‘Helen’, Interview 6, Female, 2011, 55-60yrs, Data: 18.17, 20.21, 19.22) 
In Helen’s comments we see a participation subjectivity which starkly contrasts the 
frustrated and disempowered subjectivity she expressed about conventional tenant-
participation processes (see 7.4.3). As is demonstrated in this chapter, the Internet as 
a place of more empowered, community-centred participation was a theme for many 
residents.  
177 
 
8.2.1 Overcoming domination  
Many residents, such as Ruby, Lois, Suzie, Rachel, Peter, Richard and Betty, 
reported feeling unheard, dominated, talked over and shut down in conventional 
face-to-face meetings (see 7.4.1 and Appendix Theme I/2). Led by revelations from 
some of the first resident interviews and following my exploration of the literature, I 
asked residents how they experienced the Internet as a place of engagement. In 
significant contrast to the participation subjectivities that these residents experienced 
in conventional tenant participation, the same residents spoke passionately about how 
the Internet offers them ways to have a say without feeling dominated and 
interrupted by stronger more dominant voices (see Appendix J). A good example of 
this sentiment was provided by Ruby who stated that 
… some people can be very strong in the way they can give an opinion but someone like 
me if someone starts to speak over me I just back straight away off, whereas this way 
[pointing to her computer] you can have your say without somebody yeah getting over 
the top of you in a lot of ways. 
 … for people who do struggle with the same sort of things as I do [depression and 
social anxieties] to be able to get their opinion out there [on the Internet] without it 
meaning that they have to be put in an uncomfortable, unsafe feeling situation and yeah 
I think that being in the public eye that a lot of people like myself shy away from for one 
reason or another.  
                           (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14, Female, 2011, 60-65yrs, Data: 38.56, 36.22) 
Like Helen and Ruby, Suzie also had the Internet at home and used it daily for 
Facebook, email and general net-browsing. For Suzie, the Internet offered a different 
potential from face-to-face meetings 
I feel that it [the Internet] can go a little further than an actual physical meeting because 
you can talk and you're able to voice your opinions because you’re not being cut off by 
other people verbally 
                                       (‘Suzie’, Interview, 1, Female, 2011, 35-40yrs, Data: 21.59) 
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Jill spoke of the timidity of some residents and how an Internet platform for 
communication may help overcome this: 
Some of the residents mightn’t feel comfortable like coming up and talking about it [a 
resident issue of concern or interest] to someone else like knocking on their door and 
having a discussion about it or whatever but they might feel a lot more comfortable 
about putting it online and getting answers off other people as to whether they’re having 
a similar problem or what they've done. 
                                       (‘Jill’, Interview 4, Female, 2012, 55-60yrs, Data: 2-12.25) 
As these excerpts suggest (see also Appendix J), the Internet was reported by many 
residents as opening a way for otherwise timid or isolated people to find a voice and 
have space and control in a participation space. This data reveals a very different, 
almost diametrically opposite, participation subjectivity related to Internet platforms 
from those related to conventional face-to-face tenant participation processes—
where residents overwhelmingly reported feeling silenced and dominated by stronger 
or more ‘expert’ voices (Wood, 2003; Cornwall, 2005) (see 7.4.1). This theme, of the 
Internet providing a ‘multidimensional’ or many-to-many platform where otherwise 
silenced, dominated or marginalised people have found agency, is a powerful theme 
in Internet participation literature (see 2.4). 
It is in this way that the Internet offers an illustrative example of Foucault’s (1984) 
arguments about the agency of space in the exercise of power (see 2.5.3). Lefebvre 
(1991) like Foucault, urges us to see the agency of space, arguing that  
Space is a social product ... it is not simply there, a neutral container waiting to be filled, 
but is a dynamic, humanly constructed means of control and hence of domination, of 
power (p.24). 
In that it is a remaking of participation space, the Internet contains the potential for 
responding to Cornwall’s challenge of remaking participation, not only by changing 
who initiates and owns the participation space, but also by fundamentally reshaping 
the architecture of the communication platform itself.  
 
8.2.2 Issue specific participation  
Where residents had reported problems with conventional tenant-participation 
processes, such as not being able to get their particular issue heard and being forced 
into issues they were not interested in (see 7.4.2), the Internet was reported as 
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providing a way for issues of specific concern to be discussed. Helen, for instance, 
was interested in discussing particular (instrumental) issues only, and was not 
interested in the agenda of the housing authority or even other residents. Helen 
reported that she hates meetings, seeing them as ‘timewasting’ and ‘useless’ (see 
7.4.3). In relation to her main problem—not being able to stay with family overseas 
for longer than three months without losing her lease68—she felt that local tenant-
participation processes were useless, but that a broader state-level and even national 
network of social housing residents was far more helpful. This was because she had 
observed that other residents in the complex did not visit family overseas and would 
not be able to relate to her issue. As a way of finding people who were interested in 
her particular concern and could support her, Helen felt that the Internet provided a 
helpful platform. 
…there are people I can't reach anywhere you know … and I don't know who they are, 
if they are, if they exist, where they exist. Maybe there is variation of my situation [Her 
problem with her lease's three-month limit to travel] maybe there are aspects to it that I 
am unaware of and I can expand on that [through the Internet]. 
                                        (‘Helen’, Interview 6, Female, 2011, 55-60yrs, Data: 18.55) 
This issue specific (or instrumental) form of participation was facilitated by the long 
and broad reach of the Internet, which enabled Helen to focus on an issue of her 
choice. The very nature of this online platform inspired a more empowered 
participation subjectivity in Helen, because it facilitated her ability to engage in and 
find support for an issue she was interested in. In this regard, Castells (2001) 
discusses the power of the Internet in terms of its function as a global network where 
users can engage in ‘private portfolios of sociability’ (p. 132). Here, the Internet 
appears to facilitate an actualisation of instrumental, or issue specific, participation 
that McKee’s (2008) UK case studies pointed to the need for (see Chapters 1 and 6).  
Jill also had the Internet at home and described herself as a passionate user. Online 
engagement had become a major part of Jill’s day-to-day social network and a major 
form of engagement. However, unlike Helen, Suzie and Ruby, who used email and 
forums, Jill had set up her own website with its own internal subject-specific 
discussion forum to facilitate her specific interest. She reported having set up a 
                                                 
68 As per Housing NSW policy, residents are not allowed to leave their dwelling vacant for longer than three 
months without losing their lease. 
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‘Social spiritual site. Do that nearly every day’ (Interview 4, Female, 2011, 55-60yrs, 
Data: 2-04.47). By setting up her own website with a strong and specific theme, Jill 
demonstrated that she could create an instrumental or specific participation focus. 
She reported 
You can put what you want to say there [on the website] and anyone can see it…you 
don't want to …listen to a whole lot of stuff you don't want to hear. 
                             (‘Jill’, Interview 4, Female, 2011, 55-60yrs, Data: 03.02) 
Here Jill is explaining that she has established a process where she can communicate 
specifically and only on what she likes. Like Helen, Jill has found a participation 
space where she clearly feels a degree of control and empowerment because she can 
focus her participation on issues of her choosing.  
In this data, both Helen and Jill are talking about the way the Internet has facilitated 
the realisation of a core participation need related to being able to participate on their 
own terms and on issues that interest them. This is a theme that directly echoes 
McKee’s (2008) UK study in social housing communities, where she found that 
residents' interest in a specific issue did not typically translate into an interest in 
conventional tenant participation, where residents felt dragged into a plethora of 
issues they were not interested in, as well as complex and inconvenient governance 
commitments and roles (see Chapters 1 and 6).  
 
8.2.3 Convenience 
Where residents reported a problem with conventional tenant-participation processes 
in terms of time pressures and those processes being inconvenient (see 7.4.4), the 
Internet was seen as a way that residents could participate at a time and place of 
personal convenience. For example, Jill reported using the Internet daily to stay in 
contact with people, because it was so convenient. Jill told me how she is a full time 
care-giver for her adult son with a mental health problem. As such, with a hectic 
schedule of appointments and other full time and often unpredictable care activities, 
committing to tenant participation meetings and forums is out of the question (7.4.4 
Time pressures). In Jill I found an articulate and insightful voice with plenty to say 
who felt she was totally excluded from conventional tenant-participation processes 
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but who used the Internet daily because it offered her a flexible and convenient 
engagement platform in her home.  
Doesn't need [having a say on a forum] to take you a long time or anything. I mean it 
can be longer depending on what you’re doing … but it can be as quick as five minutes. 
More people can access it [online forums] [and] 
They can go [online] whenever they like … like, 24hrs a day, they can go at what time 
suits them, it's convenient, like if you’ve got something else on you can go when you're 
not doing something else. 
                                  (‘Jill’, Interview 4, Female, 2011, 55-60yrs, Data: 20.51, 02.15) 
Jill is reporting that the Internet is a way for her to engage that is flexible enough to 
fit around her commitments as a full-time care-giver. Not only does the Internet 
allow Jill to engage in the issues she wishes to engage in (see 8.2.2), but it also 
allows her to do so at a time and a location that is suitable for her. This engagement 
subjectivity sits in stark contrast to subjectivities related to the inconvenience of 
conventional participation processes, where the problems of committing to meetings 
is felt to be a major barrier to engagement (Wood (2003) (see 7.4.4). 
The difficulty of sharing ideas and building support is also linked to this theme of 
convenience. Harold, who is perhaps one of the most active residents in Hope Street 
in terms of attending tenant-participation processes and speaking up at meetings, as 
well as submitting his ideas to housing authorities (see 7.2), reported many problems 
networking with other residents and getting them on board with issues related to the 
housing complex (see Appendix Theme I/3).  
…they [other residents] seem reluctant to come to meetings and I'm reluctant to walk 
around the block and talk forty-five times about the one f…ing thing. 
                                       (‘Harold’, Interview, 11, Male, 2011, 70-75yrs, Data: 37.43) 
As an alternative to walking around the complex and face-to-face meetings, Harold 
discussed the Internet as a way to reach others:  
…you just put it on [the Internet], it all goes on there and everyone reads it. I think that's 
a good idea. Saves time and you can get it in hard copy if you want it. 
                                       (‘Harold’, Interview, 11, Male, 2011, 70-75yrs, Data: 45.20) 
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The Internet as a participation platform represented an innovation to Harold; he saw 
it as a way to easily share an idea with other residents and get instant feedback about 
the general level of interest, without the massive inconvenience and seeming 
impossibility, of trying to get residents to meetings (see 7.2). Despite having some 
voice in conventional participation processes, Harold experienced a shift in 
participation subjectivity in terms of how he constructed his ability to share his ideas 
and win resident support. Here we see a theme of a transition in subjectivity from a 
sense of frustration and powerlessness—where even approaching neighbours on 
important issues was seen as highly problematic—to a sense of possibility and 
empowerment. The Internet’s capacity to include (where face-to-face meetings had 
excluded), is consistent with Pawson’s (2012) social housing research which 
demonstrated the increasing inclusivity of Internet platforms of engagement, 
particularly for people with disabilities (see 2.4.4). Just as with the previous themes 
of the Internet’s capacity to facilitate communication on an issue of choice and to 
overcome the intimidation of face-to-face processes, focussing on this theme of 
participation convenience reveals the ways in which the Internet, as an alternative 
participation architecture, is playing a dynamic role in producing alternative, more 
empowered, participation subjectivities.  
In this data about the Internet I found several important themes related to residents’ 
choice of an engagement platform, and the ways in which an online platform as an 
alternative mode of participation had facilitated the construction of more empowered 
resident-participation subjectivities. The data also reveals, however, that most 
residents were not using this online platform for neighbourhood or local tenant 
participation purposes (although some were, see 8.3), but rather were engaged in 
private portfolios of sociability (Castells, 2001), where online global networks 
provide a more specialised and relevant engagement setting. Despite this 
predominantly non-local focus, this data demonstrates that the Internet is an 
engagement platform that is broadly consistent with the casual, informal, 
instrumental (or specific issue based), convenient and inclusive participation needs of 
residents (as indicated in 2.4 and 8.3). A more positive construction of self or 
subjectivity around participation, which directly juxtaposes the construction of self 
around state-sponsored tenant-participation spaces, was expressed consistently by the 
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majority of residents interviewed in relation to their Internet participation 
experiences. While the Internet can, and in many instances is designed to reinforce 
commercial or institutional power, its multidimensional architecture lends itself to 
alternative participation opportunities—opportunities that facilitate a more street-
level agency (see 2.4). While Foucault died in 1984 prior to the phenomenon of the 
Internet, his notion of ‘technologies of the self’ (Foucault, 1988) which describes the 
mechanisms of personal identity, has great applicability to the Internet. Because of 
its multidimensional architecture, the Internet embodies exciting new potential to 
disrupt top-down power dynamics (as they are operationalised in state-sponsored 
technologies like tenant participation) and facilitate a new street-level ‘fashioning of 
the self’.  
 
8.2.4 Resident concerns with the Internet   
While all but one of the residents reported using the Internet: at home; on their 
mobiles or at the local library (Table 5.1), some of these same residents also 
expressed concerns, particularly about their perception of the Internet’s lack of 
affordability and accessibility to other public-housing residents (Appendix Theme 
J2). For example, Ingrid reported using the Internet daily at the local library, but still 
had a perception of it being unaffordable for other residents.  
If you can afford it [the Internet] yes. You are cutting a lot of people out [if tenant 
participation processes are online]. [And]  
…a lot of us don't have the Internet on. 
                           (‘Ingrid’, Interview 8, Female, 2011, 55-60yrs, Data: 31.27, 07.45) 
Peter addressed this affordability issue by naming the local library as a form of free 
public access that had worked for him. 
…social media like Facebook and email which is automatically synched to my phone so 
I just go to the library and as soon as I walk in the door and say hello my phone is 
already downloading my email and all that sort of stuff. I can open it up read all my mail 
and do all of my banking [and] all that sort of stuff. Twenty-four-seven basically outside 
the library. No point in me having the expense at home when I can get it 24/7 free. 
                                      (‘Peter’, Interview, 10, Male, 2012, 45-50yrs, Data: 2-09.40) 
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Peter did, however, express concerns about his use of the library computers for the 
Internet. He reported he experienced   
…anxiety if numbers [amount of people in the library] get too high here.  
                                          (‘Peter’, Interview, 10, Male, 2011, 45-50yrs, Data: 49.50) 
Richard and Peter felt so strongly about this affordability issue and the importance of 
the Internet to residents’ lives, that they individually shared their ideas for launching 
a campaign to ask housing authorities for a free or cheap Internet service provider for 
all Hope Street residents. In this regard, Richard named: Internet access for the 
whole complex (‘Richard’, Interview 5, Male, 2011, 60-65yrs, Data: Q3) as one 
tenant participation issue he would like to see pursued. Peter similarly said  
If I was in government I’d make it a priority to get housing tenants with free high speed, 
low cost Internet. $5 a month, some filtering …not porn …for the children …and this is 
the big issue …just making a bigger class divide by keeping those who are poor away 
from the technologies of tomorrow. 
                                      (‘Peter’, Interview, 10, Male, 2012, 45-50yrs, Data: 2-20.35) 
While there were legitimate concerns about the net as an affordable platform for 
participation, very few of the concerns related to the viability of the platform itself, 
but rather to a perception of the difficulty of resident access to it. While early digital 
divide literature (see 2.4) also expressed a concern about the degree to which online 
platforms further alienate and exclude already marginalised communities, more 
recent literature tracing the rise of the Internet from millions to billions (related to far 
more affordable mobile smart-phone technology) is far less concerned about a digital 
divide (see 2.4). Also, while Internet access and affordability was mentioned by a 
number of residents, it was not a reality played out by the sample, with all but one 
resident having direct and daily Internet access through their mobiles, home 
computers and the local library (Table 5.1). 
 
8.3 The Internet as a tenant participation platform in Hope Street 
Consistent with the Internet research of Castells (2001), most residents at Hope 
Street reported using the Internet as a global network for specialised and relevant 
engagement (see 2.4). However, the data also reveals a more local and housing-
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complex-related use of the Internet. The data below reveals that a number of 
residents were already using the Internet for communicating with the housing 
manager, and some were also using it for communication with neighbouring 
residents. More than this, some residents had also begun to see further potential of an 
online platform to support and even replace the conventional tenant-participation 
platforms of face-to-face meetings and forums. Helen is an example of a resident 
who applied an Internet platform to engagement with her immediate neighbour. 
With number X [unit number withheld] I have all the time Internet exchanges ... because 
she is working all the time in shifts ...and she's not available. 
                                       (‘Helen’, Interview 6, Female, 2011, 55-60yrs, Data: 24.35) 
Betty, who is a daily Internet user at home, has also used ‘…email to talk to [the] 
client service officer' to report maintenance and other issues (Interview, 2, Female, 
2012, 55-60yrs, Data: 2-25.20). Harold and Richard also spoke of having used the 
Internet to communicate with the housing manager and Richard reported using email 
to talk to a neighbour in the housing complex. This use of the Internet provides a 
glimpse of the local community tenant-participation potential of this platform, 
demonstrating a use of the Internet to sustain and strengthen local resident 
connections as well as connections to the housing authority. 
Beyond the existing use of the Internet to facilitate locality or place based 
networking (see 2.4.4), the future potential of the Internet as a tenant participation 
platform was also seen by a number of residents. Australian social housing 
researchers like Foth (2004) have already begun to examine this potential. The 
success of public-housing resident created and run websites like Our House Swap 
(see 2.4.4) is also an interesting example of the way online platforms have begun to 
facilitate community owned, as opposed to ‘invited’ participation spaces.  
Ben made the connection between Internet forums and local resident engagement by 
proposing an online platform as a way he would like to communicate his housing 
complex issues (see Table 5.1).  
Even if it just had like government like on their website …they had like a forum page of 
its own on the website. For people to talk about their problems and complaints for the 
area or block. 
                                               (‘Ben’, Interview 7, Male, 2011, 18-25yrs, Data: 16.20) 
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Ben was convinced that conventional face-to-face meetings and forums are 
unattractive, inconvenient and a waste of time for him, but online forms of 
engagement are ‘the way to go’.  
1.5 billion users of Facebook in the world ...the whole western world is using it pretty 
much these days ...social media is the way to go if you want to get your point of view 
out there. 
                                             (‘Ben’, Interview 7, Male, 2011, 18-25yrs, Data: 17.05) 
Jill also identified a local application of the Internet for tenant participation.  
… you could always have meetings as well if you wanted to or particularly if 
community housing [WCH] wanted to …but I think this [online discussions] is a much 
better idea.  As I've said in all the other ways it's much more helpful, more convenient, 
more people can say what they want to. 
But I do think it's a beneficial thing to have and much better than meetings and more 
people can get to use it as well.   
                    (‘Jill’, Interview 4, Female, 2011, 2012 55-60yrs, Data: 19.15, 2-01.46) 
Jill’s interest in the Internet was so great, that during the interview she, like Ben, 
proposed the Internet as a possible site of engagement for Hope Street residents. She 
even proposed the use of the forum that she had set up on her website. Ben and Jill 
are here putting into action their desire to translate the convenience, instrumentality 
and voice they have found in an online platform to their local resident environment 
and tenant participation. Within the context of the Internet we see the emergence of a 
new and more empowered participation subjectivity. The Internet as a participation 
platform, sits in contrast to face-to-face meetings, where residents report having to sit 
through long, boring and inefficient meetings just so they could discuss one or two 
issues that interested them (see 7.4.3). 
In terms of resident influence, Jill also saw the Internet as a very useful platform for 
bringing resident voices together to send a more powerful message to the housing 
provider.  
Then they [residents] could ask Community Housing [WCH] they could say: “like we 
all, or half of us, have got this problem. Can you please have a look [at resident points 
on the forum] and do something about it.” I think it [combined online comments] would 
definitely show that and they would do something about it. 
                                            (‘Jill’, Interview 4, Female, 2011, 55-60yrs, Data: 13.05) 
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Jill is referring to the ability of residents to easily share and add voices to concerns 
and ideas via Internet forums. If this can be done effectively, she is suggesting that 
residents could become a lot more empowered. While Richard had become deeply 
disillusioned and totally disinterested in tenant meetings and forums (see 7.4) and 
while he was, like Helen, only in email contact with one other resident in the 
complex, he was excited and directly engaged in the idea of setting up a resident 
Internet space for such things as 
…finding out what people are discussing and joining in. I would like a more passive 
way to connect with my neighbours without having to rely on chance meetings or risk 
disturbing them when they are busy by just dropping in or phoning.  
                                            (‘Richard’, Interview 5, Male, 2011, 60-65yrs, Data: Q1) 
Here Richard reveals yet another important aspect of online engagement, online 
communication gave him the flexibility and confidence to not only engage when he 
was ready, but it also gave him confidence to do something he really struggled 
with—engage with neighbours in a way he felt did not disturb or harass them. When 
talking about how often he might use such an online forum for the complex, Richard 
said  
… regularly, say once a week, if I had some news to pass on or something to say. I’d 
like to use it to organise issues or ideas.  
                                            (‘Richard’, Interview 5, Male, 2011, 60-65yrs, Data: Q1) 
As someone with a long history of community work and resident participation, 
Richard expressed a keen interest in resident involvement in the Hope Street 
complex. In this statement Richard is saying that he would see a local forum as a 
space where he could ‘organise ideas’. These comments take Richard's interest in the 
Internet beyond social networking into the territory of active local resident 
engagement.  
While there is a clear theme of non-local forms of Internet use, this data also reveals 
a desire to translate the convenience, instrumentality, networking and ownership 
benefits of this platform into place-based networking or a local resident tenant-
participation context (see 2.4.4). A very different participation subjectivity emerges 
in this data in the context of this different participation platform. 
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Resident interest in and uptake of the Internet reflects a trend seen in broader social 
housing research (Hosking, 2005; Shirky, 2011; Domingo, 2012; Pawson, 2012) and 
in successful resident websites like Our House Swap (Farrell, et al., 2011) (see also 
2.4.4). Beyond using the Internet to participate in global networks or private 
portfolios of sociability (Castells 2001), this data demonstrates that residents have 
begun using the Internet for more local tenant-participation purposes, such as to build 
and maintain local neighbour connections and engage with the local housing 
authority.  
By exploring the new participation subjectivities that emerge in a different 
participation context, this chapter is responding to the central critical purpose of this 
thesis, which contends that new knowledge can emerge from engagement with new 
social practices. Through this research it became clear that the Internet is facilitating 
a very different kind of participation subjectivity by offering an alternative 
participation architecture. As is described in this data, the Internet is being used by 
resident to facilitate their voices. This is in direct contrast to conventional spaces, 
which are seen by many residents as reinforcing top-down agendas and existing local 
power differentials (see 7.4; 2.3). 
This platform contains no hints of positioning residents as flawed citizens, or of 
ultimately seeking to ‘capacity-build’ them into the skills required for market 
integration. Rather, on this alternative participation platform residents’ own agendas 
are playing out, agendas that uphold residents' existing public tenure and their 
instrumental or issue-specific concerns and ideas. It is in relation to such 
participation, autonomy and control (or street-level agency) and lack of top-down 
control, that Internet scholars like Diamond (2010) make reference to the notion of 
the Internet’s architecture as providing '…liberation technology [where individual 
users] ‘…expand the horizons of freedom’(pp.70-71). (see also 2.4.3). In this regard 
Evans-Cowley and Hollander (2010) state that 
…the participation practices in the real world, with its face-to-face politics of difference 
and unequal power relations, are flawed. Today, technology allows for an entirely new 
generation of forms and practices of public participation that promise to elevate the 
public discourse in an unprecedented manner while providing an interactive, networked 
environment for decision-making (p.397).  
189 
 
In the multidimensional architecture of the Internet we can find some realisation of 
the participation space that Cooke and Kothari (2201) and Cornwall (2004) suggests 
is vitally needed. The Internet has the potential to disrupt the ‘invited spaces’ of 
state-sponsored participation (see 2.3) and provide a site of ‘radical possibility’ that 
is ‘chosen, fashioned and claimed by those at the margins’ (Cornwall 2005, p.78) 
(see also 2.3.4). In this way, the Internet has the potential to go to the heart of the 
remaking of participation that is called for in the critique of participation by Cooke 
and Kothari (2001).  
Through a governmentality lens, state-sponsored spaces, like tenant-participation 
programs, can be seen to operate as technologies of a neoliberal rationality (see 
Chapters 2 and 6). The extent to which the Internet provides an alternative to these 
politically infused spaces is the extent to which the Internet provides a revolutionary 
or ‘liberation’ technology (see 2.4). As indicated in this data, residents are beginning 
to use the Internet to overcome the problems they have with conventional state-
sponsored participation spaces and validate and reinforce their position as public 
residents (see 8.2). In this way, the Internet, as a new participation ‘space’, appears to 
be facilitating the emergence of more empowered participation subjectivities in 
public residents.  
 
8.4 Conclusion 
While some residents did express concerns about whether the Internet was inclusive 
and accessible for all residents (see 8.2.4), the overwhelming majority of residents 
interviewed had begun to regularly participate in online platforms (see Tables 5.1 
and 8.2). This is a use of the Internet that is consistent with its increasing uptake by 
disadvantaged communities as reported in the literature (see 2.4.2). The resident data 
about the Internet as an engagement platform revealed participation subjectivities 
that were entirely contrary to the subjectivities expressed about state-sponsored 
tenant-participation platforms. Where conventional tenant-participation processes 
were seen as being in the control of housing authorities, residents reported that they 
felt that their Internet participation was more self-determined and they could discus 
what they liked. Where attending a public forum or meeting was felt to be 
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intimidating, participation through online forums was felt to be relatively relaxed and 
empowering. Where tenant-participation processes were felt to be overly structured, 
formal and boring, the Internet was casual and facilitated residents’ specific interests. 
Where tenant participation processes were inconvenient to attend, residents 
expressed that their Internet participation was largely convenient. Where face-to-face 
meetings were intimidating and contested, the Internet allowed room to say what 
people wanted to say. In fact, in all the issues related to the need for a more 
appropriate process (see 7.5), the Internet as a participation platform emerged as 
demonstrating potential. The data from this study also revealed that residents had 
seen, and were in fact enthused about this use of the Internet for tenant participation 
activities (see 8.3). To the extent that the multidimensional platform of the Internet 
facilitates a new street-level agency, it embodies a unique potential to disrupt 
institutional or top-down power dynamics (see 2.4); an idea that runs central to 
Diamond’s (2010) liberation declaration about the Internet. In this way, the Internet, in 
contrast to conventional face-to-face participation spaces, offers an illustrative 
example of Foucault’s (1984) arguments about the agency of space in terms of both 
reinforcing and disrupting knowledge and power dynamics (see also Lefebvre, 1991 
and Cornwall, 2004). In contrast to state-sponsored tenant-participation programs, 
which operate as a technology of a neoliberal rationality (see 2.3 and Chapter 6), this 
chapter’s data indicates the potential of the Internet to empower local communities – 
providing real street level agency.  
Building on the alternative participation subjectivities and the potential of the 
Internet explored in this chapter, the next chapter outlines ‘Village’, a purpose built 
online application. At its core, this alternative participation process not only builds 
on the benefits of the Internet but also engages an alternative rationality to inform its 
design.   
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CHAPTER 9 A PRAXIOLOGICAL EXPERIMENT 
9.1 Introduction: Village as a form of praxis 
Having employed a critical lens to better understand residents’ participation 
subjectivities, as related to conventional participation processes in chapter seven, and 
having explored emerging resident participation subjectivities as related to the digital 
age of communication in chapter eight, this chapter now explores a purpose-built 
online participation process, known as ‘Village69’. While Village evolved organically 
in response to our own participation needs as residents (see 1.6; 5.2), it is positioned 
in this thesis as a response to a call in the participation literature for research with a 
pragmatic or praxiological orientation to advance the interests of transformative 
participation (see 2.3.4).  
This chapter begins by briefly describing Village, a purpose-built online participation 
process which builds on the participation potential of the Internet (outlined in 2.4 and 
Chapter 8). Village does this with a purpose-built design (see 2.4.5 and 9.3) and by 
positioning itself within a locality based network (see 2.4.4). By positioning Village 
within these lessons from the literature about design and locality, Village embodies a 
praxiological attempt to build on the multidimensional architecture of the Internet in 
the remaking of participation. Having presented Village, the chapter then continues 
with the second round of resident interview data, collected after the residents’ seven-
month use of Village between October 2011 and May 2012. This data explores the 
different participation subjectivities produced by Village as an alternative 
participation practice.  
Village evolved through the efforts of myself and one other Hope Street resident. We 
saw the need for a process born from a fundamentally different perspective, one that 
sees public forms of land access and cooperative, unpaid economic engagement as 
valid economic participation (see 1.6). This is in opposition to state-orchestrated 
participation processes, which are ultimately defined by a neoliberal construction of 
participation, ultimately related to paid-work and private housing (see Chapter 3 and 
4). As outlined in this chapter, this alternative non-market perspective or rationality 
                                                 
69 Village is the product of years of evolution dating back to 2003 when it began as a face-to-face paper process. 
This development continued up to the time of this PhD study when the process was converted to online. Further 
development occurred during the study as the need for improvements became apparent. 
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has had dramatic implications for both the tone and the design of the Village 
participation process. Having a non-market rationality at its very foundation, this 
participation approach is dedicated to helping residents assert the validity of their 
public tenure and support them to further their specific local interests. This sits as a 
counterpoint to conventional tenant- participation, that is ultimately dedicated to the 
market responsibilisation of residents (see 6.6). As such, where conventional tenant-
participation processes are complicated, specialised and hierarchical, Village is 
designed to be simple, casual and instrumental; providing a series of organic 
participation steps - from an idea to action. This project is unique in that there have 
been scant if any tenant-participation projects that have their foundation in such a 
radically different participatory perspective - in juxtaposition to conventional 
approaches. 
Current critical literature has been occupied with the critique of conventional 
participation processes and the subjectivities they are producing, but there is clearly a 
need for experimentation with alternatives. Critical social research not only sees 
knowledge as engaged with current social structures, it also sees new knowledge as 
emerging from efforts to change those social structures (Harvey, 1990). In this 
praxiological approach to knowledge, it is through new types of engagement, or new 
social practices, that new knowledge can be generated. This critical approach to 
research can open the way to the ‘exploration of new discourses that explore ways 
that the subject can resist and reconstitute power in different ways’ (Sheppard et 
al.,2007, p.100).  
This chapter explains how Village is such a praxiological exercise by outlining how 
Village employs the multidimensional architecture of the Internet to facilitate a new 
participation rationality—or the specific ways in which this alternative participation 
design attempts to inspire alternative participation subjectivities. 
 
9.2 Village innovation one—a small step to share an issue 
It is clear that many residents who participated in this study have specific issues they 
are interested in (see Table 5.1), and in some cases they were even discussing those 
ideas ‘over the fence’ with neighbours. A core objective for Village as a new 
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participation process, was to try and offer residents a convenient and natural way to 
share an idea, instead of inviting them into institutional spaces like forums and 
meetings. To do this, we needed a process that helped residents raise their singular, 
or what McKee (2008) termed instrumental issues, without obliging them to organise 
and attend meetings or forums; to take formal roles (such as chair, secretary and 
treasurer); to tolerate housing provider or other resident agendas; or to undertake any 
other governance commitments. As McKee’s (2008) research clearly asserts, having 
an issue does not necessarily translate into a desire to get involved in complicated, 
drawn out, convoluted and inconvenient governance processes. As a starting point, it 
was clear that residents needed a simple way to raise their issues.  
Village
70
 is an online application, or website, designed to respond to this need. By 
going to the Village website and selecting ‘Kick-off a New Village’, it takes a few 
minutes for a resident to set up a Village forum for their local community. 71 In this 
way, Village was designed to be resident-owned. This starting point responds to 
Cornwall’s (2008) distinction between conventional ‘invited spaces’ that, no matter 
how participatory they seek to be, are ‘…still structured and owned by those who 
provide them’ and ‘…spaces that people create for themselves’ (p.275) (see also 
2.3.4).  
As illustrated in Figure 9.1, anyone can then add a comment for discussion by 
clicking ‘Add New Post’, or they can add a new activity by clicking ‘Add New 
Activity’ (see Figure 9.1). For example, in Figure 9.1, someone has posted the issue 
‘TV Reception’ and someone else has posted the activity ‘Community Food Garden’.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
70 (www.createvillage.net) 
71 Village is set up so that anyone can set up a ‘Village’ for their local community. It is simple, quick and free. 
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Figure 9.1 Village Forum Interface 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: ‘Village Website’ Accessed 30th August, 2013 from: 
http://createvillage.net/village/forum/id/18 
 
In terms of attracting neighbour involvement to Village, it was designed so the 
person who ‘kicked off’ the Village could then invite their neighbors to it by using 
Village’s email invitation (see Figure 9.2) and/or by putting up a local poster or 
leafletting local letterboxes (see Figure 9.3).  
 
Figure 9.2 Village Email Invitation  
 
 
          
 
           
 
Source: (not real names) ‘Village Website’ Accessed 30th August, 2013 from: 
http://www.createvillage.net/village/sendpromote/id/20 
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Figure 9.3 Village Poster/Leaflet 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
    Source: ‘Village Website’ Accessed 30th August, 2013 from: http://www.createvillage.net/village/promote 
 
The poster, or leaflet, can be easily edited in terms of the issues or activities being 
discussed on the forum and freely printed from the website. 
The discussion platform on Village is a very simple and organic next step from the 
things that residents are already thinking about. Rather than having to take time out 
from their lives to organise a meeting and a venue and get others to turn up, then 
having to compete in a time-limited and contested space with other voices and 
agendas, this online platform is designed to allow a resident to relay an idea or 
concern instantly in a simple, convenient and undistracted way. Importantly, 
Village’s interface gives residents access to a locality-based network (see 2.4.4) 
where they can see what others are talking about without any commitment to getting 
involved. The locality focus of this design responds to many of the problems of the 
Internet as a viable public sphere (see 2.4.3). This process also responds to McKee’s 
(2008) call for an ‘instrumental approach to tenant participation’ (p.34) where 
residents are able to express and mobilise around specific issues that they themselves 
deem important..  
Figure 3, p. Village’s Email Invitation 
Taken from:  http://createvillage.net/village/sendpromote/id/18 
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9.3 Village innovation two—organising an activity in Village 
Putting an idea on Village is an attempt to provide a natural and organic next step 
towards resident participation, beyond conceiving an issue or idea in your head. If 
posting their idea on Village is as far as any resident goes, it is already an important 
step because they are sharing their ideas with their housing complex or estate and 
their housing provider and providing a platform for discussion of that idea. 
However, the next feature of Village represents a further step because it provides the 
opportunity for turning ideas into more focused activities. As shown in 9.2, adding 
an activity is just like posting any new message in Village, but ‘Add New Activity’ is 
clicked instead of ‘Add New Post’ (see Figure 9.1). As shown in Figure 9.4, the 
activity is described in six fields—What, When, Why, Where, Who and Other.  
 
Figure 9.4 Community Food Garden Description  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                        
    Source: ‘Village Website’ Accessed 30th August, 2013 from: http://createvillage.net/activity/48 
 
This second post option on Village goes beyond a basic discussion post (idea or 
concern) and encourages a six-stage description of an activity (see 9.4). Once 
someone fills out these six fields and presses post, the activity appears in the second 
column alongside the normal discussion posts (see for example the ‘Community 
Food Garden’ post on the right side of Figure 9.1).  
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9.3.1 Inviting discussion—finding common ground 
Figure 9.4 shows what a resident would see if the opened an activity post (in this 
instance the ‘Community Food Garden’ activity from Figure 9.1). More than just 
providing a six-part description of the activity, each of these six fields contains an 
option allowing any resident to ‘Suggest Changes’ to the description. This structure 
automatically facilitates a focused discussion thread72 in each of the six key aspects 
of that activity in a structured but also organic way. Village invites residents to 
cooperate around an activity idea if and when they feel they can relate to that 
description, or can negotiate a mutually acceptable change.
73
 By virtue of its design, 
this method provides a way for residents to get quite deeply involved in mutually 
valued ideas, without committing to formal, inconvenient and convoluted meetings 
and processes. 
As an online participation space, Village provides a less contested foundation for 
discussion around an idea, even if it involves dissent, because people can formulate 
their points silently and in parallel. Where any disagreement is apparent Village 
recommends, in the tradition of cooperative processes (Dressler, 2006 & Saint and 
Lawson, 1994), that dissenters are given space to voice their points and have them 
heard and recorded. The ‘Suggest Changes’ option in this process does this 
automatically. This ‘suggest changes’ process has been very carefully considered and 
constructed. The technology encourages the user to be clear and succinct by limiting 
the word count and by the fact that their comment is located within the specific 
context of one of the six activity description fields. Also, the fact that this suggested 
change is written and can be quietly considered in an unpressured way by all 
interested parties is very helpful as it removes a lot of heat that can occur in a face-
to-face process - which are typically time limited, contested and where the most 
powerful voice typically dominates. The integrity of the original description remains 
intact until people either agree to the change or it remains uncontested for a period of 
time.
74
. This stands in direct contrast to face-to-face platforms, which are inherently 
                                                 
72 A discussion thread is a separate or autonomous stream of discussion. 
73 Rather than being a leader, an initiator of an idea can rely on the description itself to provide direction. In fact, 
if the initiator started moving in a different direction to the description they used to invite others, it is them that 
would have to negotiate change or leave. This process lets people know exactly what they are investing their time 
and energy in from the outset. 
74 Where literacy is an issue the process involves using a scribe in small break off groups. 
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unilateral and time-limited, therefore pressured and contested (Butcher et. al., 1980). 
Comparatively, Village’s particular design  
 provides participants with unpressured room to develop their own perspective 
and put it before others  
 puts all ideas up next to each other, making it much harder for any one idea to 
dominate or steamroll other ideas 
 makes discussion focused and concise by placing discussions in six designated 
and themed fields and, drawing on the success of Twitter, giving each post a 
limited word count (999 characters)  
 establishes an automatic and instant record75 of events which is unbiased, 
transparent and accurate.  
All these features are structured into the physical design of Village. This is as 
opposed to being promoted as group norms (Cameron, 2005), which require 
professional meeting facilitation and so are far harder to include in organic 
community processes. Because of these automatic and structured features, Village is 
more likely to facilitate understanding, and this understanding is more likely to result 
in achieving a respectful, more inclusive and more workable outcome. Landmark 
research by Michaelsen et al., (1989) demonstrated that, in community settings, 
without ‘hearing of dissent’ the apparently quick leadership or majority rule process 
achieves less viable outcomes–leading to incomplete information for a decision and 
minority resentment, eroding and even undermining the value of that decision over 
the medium to long-term. There is the need to achieve what Dressler (2006) terms 
‘high commitment decisions’–ideas that will be ‘owned’ and committed to by all. 
Dressler points out that this outcome is only achieved when people have played a 
significant role in the process, have been heard or have at least not been cut out or 
silenced by the process. Village provides a structure where even the most passive and 
timid of participants are encouraged to make their voice heard. While supporting 
discussion and understanding, this approach also ensures that any individual or 
minority group has a way to develop an idea and use it to draw cooperation without 
that idea becoming railroaded by dominant people or a majority rule situation, or 
indeed watered down by what Harvey (1988) called the Abilene paradox or ‘group 
                                                 
75 Without any commitment to formality, forums automatically register and provide a public record of what is 
said and agreed to. The fact that there is a record can also encourage people to be mindful of what they say. But 
perhaps most importantly it can help everyone know with certainty when the issues have or have not been 
addressed.  
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think’, which can occur in consensus processes when a group agrees on an unwanted 
course of action because no individual is willing to go against the perceived group 
will. In these many ways Village has been deliberately designed to try and overcome 
one of the downsides of the modernist management paradigm, where the majority 
rules, the minority is silenced and the agenda of the most powerful plays out (Wynn 
and Guditus, 1984; Lannello, 1992; Ostroff, 1999). 
Whether it is a group or an individual that establishes an initial activity description76, 
that vision becomes a transparent reference point for all group decisions and shared 
authority. In effect, this innovation organically establishes the common ground (or a 
constitution) for the group activity. The simple fact that assumptions are 
acknowledged and registered in Village so early on, drastically reduces the chances 
of misunderstanding and misdirected investment of time.77 All these features of 
Village are an attempt to respond to the key aspects of design (see 2.4.5) that is 
required for an effective public sphere. Village has been designed to facilitate the 
inclusive, rational and purposeful debate that a public sphere requires (Habermas, 
1962; see 2.4.3). 
9.4 Village innovation three—organising jobs 
Village’s first attempt at participation innovation, where ideas can simply be posted 
and discussed, and Village’s second innovation attempt, where ideas can be 
developed and common ground found, are important potential innovations for 
participation processes. Village’s third and final innovation attempt moves on from 
how groups share and agree on ideas, to how they put those agreements into action. 
This third innovation seeks to be an organic next step for anyone—having developed 
their idea in Village’s second innovation—who now wants to put it into action.  
                                                 
76 Sometimes it will be a group, as opposed to an individual, who initially enters an activity description. In this 
situation wrong assumptions can quickly be identified (as they agree on the six description fields) and the group 
can: 1) see that they all have the same basic activity concept and continue together,, 2) see that they have different 
concepts and proceed separately (individually or in smaller groups), or 3) they can identify common ground and 
negotiate difference (supported by the ‘suggest changes’ process).  
77 Bill Metcalf’s (1995) research with ten long standing Australian intentional communities demonstrated that one 
of the greatest sources of conflict and disillusionment is the investment of time that people make on false 
assumptions and the thing that keeps groups together is a clear and shared agreement about the way forward.  
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This part of Village’s process begins by inviting anyone who has reached common 
ground at the activity description stage (described above) to then, as the next step, 
list all the jobs associated with the activity. The ‘Jobs’ page, demonstrated by Figure 
9.5, allows people to both brainstorm jobs and discuss them in job discussion 
threads. They can then date them, develop some best-practice job steps and group 
them into broader categories as shown in figure 9.5. 
 
Figure 9.5 Community food garden ‘Composting Jobs’ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
    Source: ‘Village Website’ Accessed 30th August, 2013 from: http://createvillage.net/activity/planner/id/48/month/2 
 
Based on these job times and headings, a jobs calendar is automatically generated 
(Figure 9.6). This calendar allows anyone to get a month by month overview of what 
needs to be done, when and how (each job links to job steps). This calendar can be 
added to or changed at any time. Village also allows individuals to put their names 
on jobs, which changes the job colour indicating it has been taken. This third 
innovation takes a step beyond conventional cooperative processes, where once 
decisions are made, cooperative or not, the way of operating for most community-
level groups typically defaults back to specialised roles and hierarchical management 
methods (Saint and Lawson, 1994; Butcher et al., 1980).78   
                                                 
78 Typically, one or two motivated ‘leaders’ drive the project and delegate all the roles (see for example, 
Waterloo Community Gardens case study Bartolomei et al., 2003). While this approach works for some 
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Figure 9.6 Community Food Garden Calendar 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: ‘Village Website’ Accessed 30th August, 2013 from:  
http://createvillage.net/activity/planner/id/48/month/2# 
 
 
 
 
 
Village’s jobs process is designed to  
 enable everyone to decide and see WHAT needs to be done, WHEN 
and HOW79, automatically recording the activity so everyone can see 
the grand plan; a plan that can be shared with other groups 
 make it possible to easily add, discuss and share tasks without 
meetings 
                                                                                                                                          
community groups, Burns et al. (2004) point out that this mode of operation is not consistent with the inherently 
collaborative, informal and unskilled nature of community level groups, and that it often undermines group 
sustainability – leading to burn out, power struggles, poor participation and low group sustainability. It was these 
concerns that informed the next innovation in Village – a process to help groups develop and share activity tasks 
in a simple and collaborative way. 
79 A community garden is a good example because so many volunteers come and go. In this situation any given 
week’s task can be easily displayed and seen by all – either online or by printing the calendar. People can come in 
and choose a task without the need to find a leader, or to delegate or attend a meeting. 
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 avoid one person needing to know it all, which helps avoid leader 
burnout 
 overcome the frequent tension between the need for structure and the 
often casual nature of community participation  
 break tasks down to manageable sizes, making participation far more 
accessible to unskilled participants80 
 allow everyone to assert community 'ownership' of local knowledge 
and skill development  
Far from the community leader who has the activity organised in their head, this 
method of organisation disperses roles, breaks them down into small non-specialised 
jobs and records all jobs for anyone else involved in that activity.  
The community gardens example (see 9.5 and 9.6) is a good example because it is a 
common tenant-participation community development program, and because 
problems with residents being able to self-manage have been documented. For 
instance, the report by Bartolomei et al., (2003) into Waterloo’s (a large public 
housing estate in Sydney, Australia) community garden reported that residents felt 
unable to take over management of the gardens from the housing provider, despite 
being invited into conventional specialist committee processes. By contrast, any 
person or group who has described an activity on Village, brainstorming jobs and 
putting them on an a calendar may be far less intimidating.  
Even if residents do not get as far as organising an activity like this, any engagement 
with Village—even just at the first innovation level—represents an important success 
in terms of tenant participation. 
 
9.5 Summing up Village 
State orchestrated tenant-participation literature clearly states that current 
processes—which typically oblige residents to take up specialised, formal, complex 
and onerous governance commitments—are largely failing and alludes to a need for 
                                                 
80 Instead of a specialised role like a treasurer, several smaller tasks, like collecting receipts etc., which anyone 
can take on will be developed. This can help participants share and learn new roles in empowering ways. This 
asserts community 'ownership' of local knowledge and skill development which is crucial to community 
development (Campfrens, 1997). 
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more community-centred approaches (see Chapters 1, 2 and 6). Village seeks to 
respond to the need for the range of characteristics any new, more resident-centered 
process would need to embody (as outlined in 7.5; see also 2.4).  
Unlike conventional tenant-participation programs, Village is not predicated on 
resident capacity-building, ultimate market integration or any other market agenda. 
Rather, Village simply seeks to meet residents where they are and help them develop 
their ideas organically. Contrary to any attempt to condition market subjects into 
market skills, Village is an attempt to employ new, multidimensional technology to 
actualise the age-old economic practice of local co-operation on public land. In this 
way, Village draws its economic participation rationality (and notion of good 
economic citizenship) from a pre-market rationality, where public land access and 
local co-operation (rather than private housing and market employment) were 
considered foundational to participation and good citizenship (see Chapter 3). 
Despite the structure and theory embedded in Village, its innovations—discussing 
ideas and concerns online; brainstorming and negotiating activity descriptions; 
brainstorming and negotiating jobs—have all been designed to be organic, 
straightforward, intuitive and simple steps for residents to take as they develop their 
ideas. Residents can engage with these innovations at whatever level they chose. If 
such an online engagement space is found by residents to be as useful and effective, 
as for instance, ‘Our House Swap’ (2.4.4), it would have enormous potential for 
expanding on the ‘over the fence’ resident culture of engagement. This is a pragmatic 
attempt at the sort of remaking of participation that critical participation scholars like 
Cooke, Kothari (2001) and Cornwall (2004) suggest might counter the tyranny of 
invited spaces (2.3). This kind of space may well have the potential to inform, 
support and in some cases even replace conventional tenant-participation committee 
and forum processes. Village is an attempt to respond to critiques such as that by 
Eversole (2010) where she states: 
Participatory development initiatives typically seat people’s participation firmly 
within ‘projects’ and ‘programs’ managed and funded by professionals in 
organisations. Whether these are projects to empower ‘disadvantaged 
communities’ narrowly, or ‘citizens’ broadly, experts and their institutions are 
still cast as the initiators, the developers, the agents of change. This is a subtle 
but important shift: from acknowledging the reality of bottom-up social change, 
to framing it in a way that is visible and comprehensible from the top down 
(p.3). 
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In response to this sort of critique of conventional, state sponsored participation, 
Village encapsulates 
 a new participation perspective or rationality (see Chapter 3)  
 a multidimensional participation architecture (see 2.4) 
 is locality-based (see 2.4.4)  
 has a considered, purpose-built design (see 2.4.5 and 9.4).  
As an exercise in praxis, these aspects of Village are combined in this research to 
provide an alternative grass-roots structure for participation. As such, Village has the 
potential to elicit new participation subjectivities from residents. Because of the way 
it draws on an alternative participation rationality, and embodies that rationality in a 
fundamentally different participation architecture, it is hypothesised that it could 
facilitate the disruption of top-down or hegemonic power dynamics, as they exist in 
state-sponsored tenant-participation programs and facilitate a new, street level 
‘fashioning of the self’ (Foucault, 1988). In this way, Village directly relates to the 
critical and praxiological aim of this study; which seeks to generate new knowledge 
through the development of a new social practice.  
The second half of this chapter looks at the data produced by resident interviews 
after their seven-month engagement with Village, with a focus on the different 
subjectivities produced by this alternative participation process. This study is unique 
in that, while much research points to the problems of existing participation process, 
there is no real tenant-participation research that pursues different participatory 
perspectives juxtaposed against a conventional approach to tenant participation.  
 
9.6 Inviting involvement in Village at Hope Street 
After Village’s forum and organiser technology was published and made available to 
residents in October, 201181, Village’s posters (Figure 9.3) were placed on the 
housing complex’s two noticeboards, to invite residents into discussions on specific 
(instrumental) issues. These were issues determined by individual residents 
                                                 
81 PhD funding was used and a WSU IT student was employed to develop the technology. The site is available at: 
www.createvillage.net 
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themselves in the first round of interviews (Table 5.1). The first issues on the 
noticeboards included problems with the heaters in the complex, discussions related 
to TV reception and information on events run by and through the local 
Neighbourhood Centre, such as the Low Interest Loan Scheme
82
. As shown in Figure 
9.3, the posters also invited residents to use Village to ‘have a say’ about any issue 
they want to discuss. After a seven-month trial, the second round of resident 
interviews were undertaken between May 2012 and July 2012, to explore resident 
subjectivities produced by their experience of Village. In these interviews, several 
key themes emerged which we will now be discussed. Section 9.7 discusses positive 
participation subjectivities and 9.8 discusses the problems and hesitations around 
Village.  
 
9.7 Positive experiences of Village 
Posters on the noticeboards in the two complexes and leaflets in the mailboxes 
(Figure 9.4) attracted a number of residents to the Village website. Richard, Ingrid, 
Betty, myself and to a lesser extent Ruby and Jill consistently posted on Village. 
Suzie, Lois and Rachel intimated awareness of and some degree of engagement with 
it in the interviews (Appendices K1 to K5). Residents spoke favourably of their 
understanding of and experience with Village. While the Internet more broadly has 
been shown to achieve benefits as an improved engagement platform (see Chapter 8), 
the following data demonstrates that Village offers something different again in 
terms of its purpose-built design (see 2.4.5; 9.2 to 9.4); its locality-based focus (see 
2.4.4) and the fact that it is born from an alternative participation rationality (see 
Chapter 3). 
The following sections presents residents' insights and experiences related to 
improved resident-participation subjectivities, including finding a voice on issues 
that were important to them, being heard and finding a safe place to communicate.  
 
                                                 
82
 The Low Interest Loan Scheme provides small (under $1000, interest-free loans to low-income 
households 
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9.7.1 Participation worthiness and safety 
Ruby, Lois, Suzie, Rachel and Betty had all discussed feeling unsafe, dominated or 
unable to find a voice in conventional participation spaces (7.4.1; Appendix I/2). 
These experiences were typically expressed within the context of participation 
subjectivities related to feelings of being dominated and general feelings of anxiety 
and failure, such as not having opinions worth hearing and not having suitable skills. 
By contrast, these same residents reported a metamorphosis in their participation 
subjectivities occurring when they used the Internet (Section 8.3). By virtue of its 
design, particular participation perspective and locality-based focus, Village was able 
to capitalise on these benefits of the Internet in a local tenant-participation context 
(Appendix K). Ruby provided a good example of this  
…as much as I was just sitting there by myself and about to type in things [on 
Village] and getting that uncomfortable feeling that: am I saying the wrong 
thing, does my opinion even matter. Ah you know? all of those tapes from so 
many years back … but you know, you just think to yourself: Well this is the 
safest way to do it, this is the safest way to have an opinion and yeah I am 
entitled to have an opinion. So it's really actually done a lot in me really ... like 
those insecurities I've had about having an opinion.   
It's [Village] a way of having a voice when you haven't had a voice all your life 
… and this way I can safely have a voice. It's really great.  
      (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14, Female, 2012, 60-65yrs, Data: 2-30.55, 2-18.05) 
As Ruby shifted her tenant participation assumptions away from the idea of 
conventional participation platforms (like meetings and public forums) to the online 
platform of Village, she expressed a clear change in her participation subjectivity. 
Ruby began her engagement with Village with the same negative and apprehensive 
participation subjectivity she had expressed in the first round of interviews (see 
Section 7.4) ‘… am I saying the wrong thing?’, and ‘… does my opinion even 
matter?’. It was not long however, before a shift in her participation subjectivity 
could be seen with statements like: 'I am entitled to have an opinion.' Ruby attributed 
this transition to the very different participation platform offered by Village. Village 
is a place where Ruby can find her voice slowly and without the pressure, disruption 
or domination of other participants. Having this uncontested participation 
opportunity was experienced as validating and it had the effect of shifting her 
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participation subjectivity. In another good example of this, Suzie discussed 
overcoming what she experienced as stronger, more dominating voices on Village 
In the physical group I'll tend to just not say anything because they're talking so 
much and dominating the meeting that there's no way, I believe, there's no way 
I'm going to get it in and if I do they’re just going to negate it and just write it 
over with another idea that's so big and so loud that they’re not even going to 
hear me and neither is anyone else. Where if it's on Village, I've written it, I've 
typed it in and I've pressed that button and they can't delete it. Everyone else that 
wants to log into Village and read it, they can read it and they go: 'oh [Suzie] 
really put a good point across there. Let’s explore that a little bit.' 
                               (Suzie’, Interview, 1, Female, 2012, 35-40yrs, Data: 2-26.22) 
Suzie is talking about Village providing this safe place and a way she can find a 
voice alongside what she perceives as stronger, more dominant voices and even stand 
up to those voices, asserting her own. Ruby, Suzie and many others (Appendix K/1) 
are talking about discovering a safe place in Village to find their voice. In terms of 
resident engagement, the concept and the experience of Village has given them a 
greater sense of participation opportunity, safety and worthiness. This is a 
participation subjectivity that starkly contrasts the participation subjectivities they 
had constructed related to conventional face-to-face meeting processes (Section 7.4). 
The result is a transformation from shy, meek and self-effacing constructions of self 
around participation to far more assertive voices—voices that express confidence 
about contributing, can stand up to perceived dominators and affirm their ideas as 
important. As a space that was designed with specific resident characteristics in 
mind, such as instrumentality and informality, Village would seem to be at least one 
step closer to the sort of participation space Cooke and Kothari (2002) suggest is 
needed to overcome both local power differentials related to things like gender and 
class (2.3.2) and top-down, colonising institutional agendas (2.3.1). 
Ruby was another resident who spoke directly to this 
I really like the idea of being able to use the website to voice what I normally 
wouldn't have voiced if I'd gone to a meeting, you know. 
                                                (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14, Female, 2012, 60-65yrs, Data: 2-30.55, 2-00.15) 
These experiences of participation metamorphosis represent the most exciting 
success of the application of Village at Hope Street. They demonstrate that with a 
different participation architecture—which is locality-based and situated in a 
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different participation rationality—very different participation subjectivities can be 
facilitated. 
 
9.7.2 Discussing what you want, when you want (instrumentality and convenience) 
As outlined in chapter seven (see 7.4.2), one of the key problems of conventional 
face-to-face meeting processes was that residents felt overwhelmed by them and had 
negative participation experiences directly related to the inefficiency of the processes 
themselves. Key among these issues was that residents resented having to sit through 
long, dry and boring meetings waiting for their issues of interest to arise, if it did at 
all (Appendix I/4) (See also McKee’s 2008 findings on ‘instrumentality’). In this 
regard many residents reported a real difference in participation experiences related 
to Village’s capacity to support them to raise their specific issues of interest in a local 
neighbourhood setting (Appendix K). Richard provided a good example of this  
I certainly don't want to go to a meeting and hear … you know if I'm not one of 
the three people who's got the tripping hazard on the path [one of the issues 
Richard and two other residents were concerned about] well I really don't want 
to hear about the path you know for half of the meeting. I wish those people who 
do have those particular issues …I wish them luck, but I don't want to go to a 
meeting and hear about it. 
                                      (Richard’, Interview 5, Male, 2011, 60-65yrs, Data: Q2)  
Ruby, Lois, Rachel and Betty (Appendix K/3) similarly spoke of very specific issues 
that Village had allowed them to raise and communicate about. Whereas data related 
to participation processes being boring, time wasting and inefficient had come up 
strongly in relation to conventional platforms (see 7.4.3), Village inspired the 
development of different attitudes and consequently, different participation 
subjectivities such as feelings of participation empowerment related to having a 
voice, being heard and finding contributing meaningful.  
Very closely related to this theme of instrumentality is the theme of being able to 
raise these personally felt issues at a time and place of one’s choosing. This ability to 
easily share specific ideas and network with residents while avoiding the frustrations, 
inconvenience and complications of face-to-face meetings was discussed by Richard 
This [Village] is a much more civilised way of connecting with people, you 
know. I don't have to knock on their doors and demand their attention when they 
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are trying to attend to their kids if I've got something I want to discuss. I don't 
even have to talk about something that they're simply not interested in you 
know. I just put my interest out there [on Village] and if someone's interested we 
might do something about it you know. 
                             (‘Richard’, Interview 5, Male, 2012, 60-65yrs, Data: 2-23.14) 
In this regard Suzie drew a direct contrast between Village and conventional face-to-
face platforms 
We could decide to have a meeting this weekend say on Saturday at, 1pm 
…okay Saturday, 1pm, ten people are coming. By Saturday, 1pm half of the 
complexes lives have gone in all different directions and you might end up with 
three people for whatever reason, or reasons that pop up. Where with Village I 
could go on there, I could type it all in and then when anyone else in the 
complex is ready to be part of it they can jump onto the computer and have their 
say and read what I have written you know. It can be a constant ongoing group 
where we can talk whenever it suits us.  
                           (‘Suzie’, Interview, 1, Female, 2012, 35-40yrs, Data: 2-29.01) 
In this data Richard and Suzie are reporting their belief that where meetings are 
inconvenient and inaccessible, Village is much more accessible and convenient. This 
was a strong theme expressed by the residents interviewed (Appendix K/3). In this 
way Village’s concept of a local application of an Internet platform is popular with 
them as an alternative to conventional resident meetings and public forums. In terms 
of resident-participation subjectivities, the convenience of Village in contrast to 
conventional meeting processes supports the development of very different 
subjectivities. Where conventional processes had residents constructing themselves 
as having too many problems—being too time-poor, as not having the necessary 
skills and in fear of being drawn into complicated commitments they were not 
particularly interested in (Section 7.4.3)—Village facilitated residents to believe that 
they did have time, interest in what is happening locally, and a desire to put their 
specific issues forward. Here, once again we see a clear metamorphosis of 
participation subjectivities. The problems and complications of setting aside times, 
dealing with issues they were not interested in not having the space to discuss their 
issues, the commitment of getting themselves involved with something that is hard to 
back out of, transport, childcare and so on were all but gone. In this data it was 
becoming apparent that a different, more empowering participation process did 
indeed have implications for residents’ participation subjectivities.  
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9.7.3 Networked neighbourhood 
Village as a successful tool for neighbourhood networking—in terms of social 
connections, sharing of issues and ultimately collaboration—was another theme that 
emerged in the data (Appendix K/4). Richard summed up what he thought was a 
positive shift in his sense of neighbourhood at Hope Street after the implementation 
of Village: 
I think it [Village] has changed the whole atmosphere of the place. Just having 
the notices on the board. It's created a feeling, even among those who haven't 
actually experienced Village, that there's something there that can be more 
effective. An alternative to phoning up and waiting on the line and getting no 
response for instance. 
                       (Richard’, Interview 5, Male, 2012, 60-65yrs, Data: 2-33.40) 
A good example of how Village helped this shift was provided by Ruby, who made 
strong statements about how Village had helped her break her social isolation and 
improve her connection to her neighbours in the complex. Ruby reported that Village 
offered her a new, less imposing and less pressured way to reach out socially to her 
immediate community. 
I've never been one to live in the pockets of my neighbours and this way [through 
Village] I can still feel in touch without you know, imposing myself onto other people. 
Nice way to socialise and feel safe about it.  
                   (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14, Female, 2012, 60-65yrs, Data: 2-30.55, 2-06.00) 
Like Ruby and Richard, many other residents reported a sense of improvement, or 
potential for improvement, in neighbour social interactions through their knowledge 
and experience of Village (Appendix K4). This theme illustrates an important new 
opportunity for residents who report that Village offers a new way to reach out and 
stay in touch with their neighbourhood. While the Internet more broadly has been 
shown to help achieve benefits in breaking isolation, the data demonstrates that a 
local neighbourhood-based application of an online platform like Village provides an 
important extra dimension, in the way that it also has the potential to help facilitate 
improved face-to-face physical connections among neighbouring residents (see 
2.4.4).  
211 
 
An example of this improved networking theme was the way two residents used 
Village to find each other and then collaborate about a damaged footpath. Ruby put a 
comment on Village about a large crack (or step as Ruby called it) in one of the 
common cement footpaths that was dangerous because it was unexpected and hard to 
see particularly at night 
I just had the conversation where you write down your comments [on Village] just about 
how I thought the step was dangerous. 
                                   (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14, Female, 2012, 60-65yrs, Data: 2-01.30) 
This issue was seen on Village and taken up by Richard, who shared the same 
footpath, and who decided to take a photo of the damage and post it and a letter to 
the housing authority onto Village. Richard stated 
… there was a path with a big crack in it [the step Ruby referred to] that was a tripping 
hazard and we used …three of us used Village interactions and involved, our 
collaboration, involved Wentworth housing in our collaboration, and the path was fixed 
within a week and that's miraculous! You can’t get a, you know, a flooding broken pipe 
fixed within a week normally and it was just done. I don't know why it was just done but 
I think it was something to do with the fact that it was a collaboration. It wasn't just 
individual people complaining and then being lost as individuals and also because I feel 
it was because there was a record of the complaint. There was a sort of permanent 
record of complaint in discussions on Village sort of thing which perhaps made it a real 
legal liability whereas otherwise they could have dismissed the conversation or 
something. I don't know. It's hard for me to know why it all happened but that's an 
example of a physical result that I'm pretty sure wouldn’t' have happened like that 
except for the collaboration in Village. 
                                   (‘Richard’, Interview 5, Male, 2012, 60-65yrs, Data: 2-112.25) 
Ruby was also thrilled with this collaboration on Village and with the quick outcome  
…even what I’d written about … which was the step on the path here. Well that's now 
been fixed.  Someone heard me! 
                  (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14, Female, 2012, 60-65yrs, Data: 2-00.42, 2-34.15) 
Richard was also very happy and saw great future potential in Village 
I can see from that experience of it [the path] something of its potential and um and I 
would be inclined to use it myself for such common interests if I was made aware of a 
problem that was common to me and one or more other tenants. I'd be inclined to use it 
that way because I think it's likely to be more effective than the old ways of doing 
things. 
                                    (‘Richard’, Interview 5, Male, 2012 60-65yrs, Data: 2-6.58) 
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In this data, Richard and Ruby are making powerful statements that reveal an 
empowered participation subjectivity that they attribute directly to Village as a new 
participation process. This is in direct contrast to previous statements made about 
individually approaching the housing authority and trying to raise issues in meetings 
and the powerlessness they had felt in those attempts. The path was very illustrative 
of an instrumental or specific issue that would have been difficult to take to a 
resident meeting, but was very easy to put on Village. In a statement which directly 
highlighted this contrast between processes, Richard stated  
But I think it's [Village] the right way to go, I think it’s the right tool and there is no 
other way, as I said, you just feel totally powerless in any other way. I don't want to go 
to meetings.  
                                    (‘Richard’, Interview 5, Male, 2012, 60-65yrs, Data: 2-23.04) 
Here Richard and Ruby are expressing a new found optimism and a notable 
transformation of their participation subjectivity, as a consequence of their 
involvement with a different participation space. Prior to being able to post on 
Village and use the noticeboards, reaching out to residents with specific issues like 
the path, TV reception, developing gardens or even cooking ideas (Appendix K/4) 
would have involved a hit and miss process of talking to neighbours individually and 
attempting to set up face-to-face meetings. In chapter seven residents reported their 
many problems with this conventional participation process (see 7.4). The 
subjectivities expressed in this theme by residents revealed a new empowerment, in 
terms of their ability to reach out to other residents and find a collective resident 
voice. 
 
9.7.4 Improved accountability 
The theme of accountability, which had already been alluded to by Richard in 
relation to the path (see 9.4.3), was discussed further by him 
I think the power of it being public, a public document, that's created when its posted on 
Village, the power of it in the example of the [path] crack is that Wentworth Housing 
doesn't know who's looking at it and even though only two or three people have been 
involved in the discussion about the crack it's public, which means that everyone's got 
their eye on it and everyone can see whether Wentworth Housing is performing and is 
responding responsibly to the complaint. Holds everyone more accountable … but in 
that instance holds Wentworth Housing more accountable. 
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                                     (‘Richard’, Interview 5, Male, 2012, 60-65yrs, Data: 2-14.50) 
This theme of greater transparency and sense of resident power and control in 
Village that Richard talked about was also expressed by Ruby  
…and you wonder how many calls [to the housing authority] and it could be jotted on a 
bit of scrap paper that got actually thrown out at the end of the day…but this way it's all 
there [up on Village]. I think it’s great. 
                                (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14, Female, 2012, 60-65yrs, Data: 2-21.45) 
Betty also discussed this accountability theme 
Everyone else will be on there [on Village] and they'll see it [the post about the issue] 
and it’s a record.  
                                   (‘Betty’, Interview, 2, Female, 2012, 55-60yrs, Data: 2-07.40) 
Beyond accountability, having an online public record was also considered important 
for residents in terms of just seeing something documented. Richard stated 
The fact that people actually got together and were able to do something, instead of just 
saying that they were upset. For instance, in the crack example, the footpath crack, we 
were able to actually get together and collaborate to take a photo and agree that it be 
posted and that we'd keep an eye on it and that sort of stuff, but before Village there was 
nothing to collaborate on. There was …you could say 'well I'll go back and ring them up 
again'…but maybe you'd remember to do it maybe you wouldn't. Maybe it would be 
done maybe it wouldn't and there was no record. I think the record, the fact that you 
could see something coming even though it was a very small thing…that you could see 
some result of the conversation. You know the only result was that, say, there was a 
photo taken that was somewhat empowering and then there was a matter of record that 
was also empowering...and that was different from before when there was nothing to see 
from it. 
                                    (‘Richard’, Interview 5, Male, 2012, 60-65yrs, Data: 2-12.15) 
Transforming resident subjectivities from one of being disempowered and dismissed 
by the housing authority to being empowered and in control was directly facilitated 
by Village as an alternative space, which put the record in the hands of residents and 
made it public. This transparent public record was organically facilitated by the 
Internet. Once again we see the transformation of participation subjectivities made 
possible by a different participation platform. 
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9.7.5 Village intersecting with conventional tenant participation processes and WCH 
Anne, the WCH worker responsible for Hope Street, saw the potential for an online 
forum like Village to create better resident representation in committee meetings 
organised by the housing authority 
I mean if you look at the Blue Mountains it's so diverse in terms of client groups and 
locations so then would you need to have network meetings in each of the locations up 
the mountains ...so that's the sort of stuff about trying to work through some formal 
processes that are meaningful that aren't just ...that a variety of voices are being heard. 
So that’s where in my mind I kind of went: “Oh the Village [online resident forum] 
approach would work there as there is a lot of information coming in and a group of 
tenants might pick up that info, digest it a bit, and then put it forward to the board. 
                                                  (‘Anne’ WCH, Female, 2011, 45-50yrs, Data: 31.10) 
Here Anne is talking about a synthesis of Village with conventional tenant 
participation resident representation at regional and even state level meetings as a 
way to make residents who sit on these panels more representative. A number of 
residents also began to explore the point of intersection between Village, 
conventional tenant participation processes and securing the attention of the housing 
authority. In this regard Betty stated 
I think that the good thing is that tenants can log on and have their say but hopefully 
Wentworth [Wentworth Community Housing] is logging on and having a look too. That 
would be a really good thing to happen too. If they could access that and see what the 
tenants are actually saying, instead of their fly-by-nights you know? They never call in 
to see what’s going on or anything! They could get on there [on Village] and say: 
“Right! Obviously this is an issue. Let’s chat to somebody.” 
I suppose, if it's a massive issue, I think maybe a general meeting’s a good idea, but I 
think, for day to day stuff, it's [Village] pretty good providing that they [Wentworth 
Community Housing] access it too …because it works both ways. 
                         (‘Betty’, Interview, 2, Female, 2012, 55-60yrs, Data: 2-2.45, 2-5.33) 
In this data we see the exploration of how a new community created participation 
platform could provide a channel to the housing authority and potentially even 
intersect with their conventional tenant-participation programs. Eversole (2010) 
speaks directly to the need for this when she states that: 
Such journeys [between the community and institutions], however, tend to move in one 
direction only: from ‘invisible’ community spaces to visible development spaces, and 
only very rarely in the other direction. The challenge for community development 
practice is to think about participation from the other direction: about how to become 
participants in other people’s processes. Future community development practice is not, 
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in the end, about meeting the challenge of how to convince others to participate in our 
worldviews and institutions (p.8). 
Cornwall, in her critique of participatory development as constituting ‘invited 
spaces’ also speaks to this need for community owned spaces (see 2.3.3). In this 
regard, Village provides some potential to help make visible the previously 
‘invisible’ space of community engagement, not only to institutions like housing 
authorities, but also to community members themselves, so a united voice can be 
more easily developed. Expressed here is a strong statement about a united 
presentation of issues to the housing authority. These experiences, made possible 
through this alternative participation space, demonstrate a shift in subjectivities from 
relative powerlessness and disillusionment with conventional tenant participation 
processes (see 7.4), to a sense of potential, hope and empowerment.  
 
9.8 Problems with Village 
Despite its success and potential, a number of themes arose in the data on problems 
related to Village.  
 
9.8.1 WCH hesitations 
Anne (the worker from WCH) expressed a key reservation about Village. This was 
because she had seen aggressive and critical participation from residents in a 
previous online resident forum: 
... it was just a couple of people [residents] who obviously had a grudge against this 
organisation [the housing provider she worked for at the time] who were just 
bombarding the system and so no one else wanted to be involved. I think they ended up 
pulling out after about a year. I don't know if it is still going. Really unhappy people.  
                                                   (‘Anne’ WCH, Female, 2011, 45-50yrs, Data: 00.05) 
While the un-restricted and relatively impersonal nature of online spaces has created 
concerns about aggressive communication (Papacharissi, 2004; Wallace, 1999), 
Anne’s fears have another important dimension relating directly to the 
governmentality analysis of this thesis. Her comments go to the heart of the 
problematic dynamic that is known to not only characterise participation between 
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housing authorities and public-housing residents (Marston and Watts, 2003), but also 
participatory development more broadly (see 2.4).  
In such unbalanced power relationships it is quite understandable for there to be 
repressed, disempowered, critical and angry voices. We know for instance that 
antagonism, anger and even aggression toward those in authority is an inevitable 
reaction to top-down power and feelings of powerlessness. Where conventional, 
state-sponsored participation has typically controlled the engagement, and therefor 
controlled the anger, multidimensional spaces are facilitating a shift or disruption to 
that control (Kellerman, 2008). In this situation it is understandable that those in 
positions of authority (such as Anne) might be nervous about the airing of those 
grievances in a many-to-many forum, where they have no real way of controlling 
who sees the discussion or the ways in which it develops. 
In direct contrast to Anne’s concerns about multidimensional participation spaces 
being ‘bombarded’ by angry comments, a number of residents in this study talked 
about the way the Internet had freed them from feeling constrained and dominated in 
their participation, and allowed them to say what they really want to say (see 8.2.1). 
An example of this was Betty who stated 
If you’re doing it [raising your issues] online, and you're not in a room with the actual 
person [the context was communicating with the housing authority], I think you're more 
prepared to really put down what's going on, rather than sugar-coat it. You know? 
Because of backlashes …which you know, happens. 
                                     (‘Betty’, Interview, 2, Female, 2012, 55-60yrs, Data: 2-04.15) 
Betty’s comments, the broad expression of disempowerment and anger in all the 
resident interviews, and Anne’s previous experience of aggressive engagement with 
residents online, says more about a deeply problematic dynamic between residents 
and the housing authority than it says about any inherent problem with a 
multidimensional participation platform. The lack of a way to be heard and residents’ 
positioning in flawed citizenship is likely to manufacture disempowerment and 
anger. As educators like Jane Elliot (As cited in Infinito, 2003) have demonstrated, 
the more we position people as flawed and do not treat them as equals, the more they 
will internalise oppression and reflect back behaviours such as anger. 
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Anne’s ‘nervousness’ about online participation was not only in relation to resident 
anger, she also expressed a level of concern about their creativity: 
What if residents [on Village] come up with ideas that we can't support? Residents come 
up with ideas and we actually can't do that? 
                                                    (‘Anne’ WCH, Female, 2011, 45-50yrs, Data:57.05) 
Through a governmentality lens, Anne’s concern about an equal platform for 
residents also reflects a concern about the undermining of centrally controlled 
institutional agendas (see 2.3.1). In Anne’s concerns, the housing authority’s view of 
itself (or its subjectivity) becomes inadvertently clear. The fact that residents’ ideas 
(if given a platform) could well be problematic or potentially disruptive of the 
responsible adult leadership provided by the housing authority speaks volumes about 
the sort of top-down and paternalistic subjectivity housing providers cultivate in their 
workers.  
I've got to admit it [Village] partly makes me a little bit nervous about these things 
[resident issues] snowballing 
                                                 (‘Anne’ WCH, Female, 2011, 45-50yrs, Data: 109.53) 
In Anne’s comments, we can see the way the housing authority positions itself as the 
overseer of residents, and residents are in turn constructed as child-like, in that they 
must be qualified by the housing authority, who in turn require a participation 
architecture that gives them the levers of ultimate control. With such paternalistic 
framing of participation, it is not surprising that those in positions of authority, like 
Anne, might have concerns about an open and enabling participation platform. In 
terms of the re-balancing of a paternalistic power dynamic, Anne is expressing the 
average concern of any authority figure when their position of power is being 
disrupted. From this perspective, a multidimensional process that provides an equal 
standing between the housing authority and the residents, and between residents and 
other residents (many-to-many), is potentially disruptive, and perhaps even 
undermining, of top-down power.  
When analysing the current top-down operation of power, it is vitally important to 
understand the agenda that this conventional power dynamic facilitates. In terms of 
contemporary housing policy, it is of course a neoliberal agenda (or rationality) at 
work, and its project of ultimately disassembling the welfare state (see 4.5). 
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Conversely, because of their central desire to reinforce their public tenure, public-
housing residents’ increasingly find themselves at odds with this neoliberal agenda. 
The problem here, and the primary reason why it is so hard for residents to be heard, 
is because this neoliberal agenda is necessarily corrosive of public housing by virtue 
of its central project. To the degree that social housing residents fail to internalise 
normative accounts of economic participation and housing related to the market, 
various agents of the neo-liberal state must remain in control. This control must be 
maintained to ensure tenant participations ongoing utility as a technology of the neo-
liberal state. As well-meaning as they might be, housing workers like Anne are 
forced to ultimately internalise this neoliberal agenda and, as a consequence, will 
inevitably feel nervous about any platform that could potentially bring this agenda 
into conflict with any other agenda. It is precisely because of this top-down 
neoliberal agenda, and the ultimate inability of housing organisations to accept the 
very contrary agenda of residents, that Village has been designed to be set up by 
residents themselves, absolving state authorities from the responsibility of feeling 
comfortable with, and approving of, such a multidimensional power sharing space. 
They are also absolved of platform ownership, responsibility and control. 
While the concern about dealing with a platform where residents can draw strength 
from each other and find a united voice (and that things can ‘snowball’), Anne also 
alludes to the fact that in adult-to-adult dynamic, where power is shared, all that any 
individual party can do is take on board legitimate criticisms and creative ideas and 
negotiate (and if necessary dismiss) illegitimate criticisms and unworkable ideas.  
…we’d still have the opportunity [in a multidimensional space] to say actually that's not 
how it is. This is the way it works and to feedback into that conversation. 
                                                 (‘Anne’ WCH, Female, 2011, 45-50yrs, Data: 109.56) 
As off the cuff as Anne’s remarks are, they run to the core of Habermas’s (1962) 
conception of a viable public sphere which facilitates rational and calm debate, is 
inclusive and is free from top-down or hegemonic control. Such a space is central to 
resident empowerment and positive resident participation subjectivities.   
When discussing the Internet, Anne was far less ‘nervous’ about residents’ use of 
email, and the way it was being used to facilitate greater resident communication 
with WCH:  
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We get lots of emails from residents and not just maintenance but also ideas and 
proposals better than phone calls … having it in writing.  
                                                   (‘Anne’ WCH, Female, 2011, 45-50yrs, Data: 55.05) 
Anne is expressing a positive view of resident use of the Internet here, but it is a use 
that is “safe’ because it is consistent with the conventional resident/manager 
relationship, where a single, isolated resident makes an individual request to an 
authority. As Anne has indicated, Internet forums, where residents combine voices 
(and things can ‘snowball’) is clearly another matter altogether, in the way that it 
disrupts conventional power relationships. 
 
9.8.2 Residents opting out of Village 
As stated in the introduction, of the fifteen residents interviewed only seven reported 
directly engaging in Village. This raised another important theme related to reasons 
why residents were ‘opting-out’ of Village. While fourteen of the fifteen residents 
had reported some degree of Internet usage, access to a reliable Internet connection 
did present itself as an issue for some. Despite all but one resident having reported 
active Internet use in the first round of interviews (see Table 5.1), Ruby, Rebecca and 
Harold all alluded to the fact that their unreliable access to the Internet had in some 
way limited their use of Village. Indicative of such comments was one by Rebecca in 
which she stated 
Not at the moment [i.e. cannot use Village]. Got to get a new keyboard.
 
 
                                    (‘Rebecca’, Interview 9, Female, 2011, 30-35yrs, Data: 01.10) 
Beyond these short-term obstacles to accessing the Internet and therefore Village, a 
much stronger and more critical theme emerged, which went to the heart of this 
thesis. This theme questions the relevance of the local and collaborative form of 
participation that Village is attempting to facilitate. In a comment revealing of this 
sentiment Richard stated  
…but other than that [my involvement in fixing the cracked path on Village], no I 
haven't really used Village. I know it has got some, you know a list of activities there, 
but unless I saw an activity that was of particular interest to me I don't think I'd 
habitually go there.   
                                     (‘Richard’, Interview 5, Male, 2012, 60-65yrs, Data: 2-7.43) 
220 
 
In the same vein Lois stated 
I find it's attractive, but I don't know if it [Village] will make a difference yet. But I 
think it definitely has to stay there. But as I said I've done the same thing, I haven't used 
it.  
                                    (‘Lois’ Interview, 15, Female, 2012, 60-65yrs, Data: 2-24.30) 
Many other residents including Suzie, Betty, Helen, Ben, Rebecca, Peter and Lois (as 
indicated in this chapter's data and Appendix K) made similar comments about their 
casual involvement and interest in Village, and their intention to further engage. But 
there was a lack of follow-through during the study period and immediately 
following it. This theme of a lack of follow-through was brought into focus by three 
residents who discussed it in terms of a foundational disconnect from the local forms 
of engagement intrinsic to tenant participation. Richard stated 
I think people are in their own little world a fair bit and unless something affects that 
little world, like poor television reception or a tripping hazard on the path, um then they 
tend to be more comfortable to be isolated in a way. I think the trick is to having 
something they can use that they can fall back on when their world is disturbed and 
through finding that power they might go onto other things, but, by and large, people are 
more comfortable at the moment to be somewhat isolated in their own world. 
                                      (‘Richard’, Interview 5, Male, 2012, 60-65yrs, Data:2-25.37) 
Richard is saying that local forms of participation and even engagement in housing 
issues is not really relevant to resident constructions of themselves until there is some 
kind of problem which upsets the personal worlds of residents. Richard is alluding to 
the fact that he feels relatively comfortable receiving what is supplied by the state 
and there is a particular dependency subjectivity associated with that. Similarly, 
Margarite stated 
... we have our bits of plastic to get money out and if nobody puts the money in the 
machines [referring to welfare payments] ... and then what? … and then we start 
starving and then we start digging up the concrete so we can feed ourselves. But until it 
gets to that point no one will do anything. 
                              (‘Margarite’ Interview, 12, Female, 2011, 60-65yrs, Data: 21.12) 
In this regard Helen also stated 
Wherever calamites happen, when flood happens or when earthquake happens they 
[people] are like one [come together] and this is fantastic. They will understand that we 
are all one that we all have … our survival depends … my survival here depends on you, 
and him, and him, and him, and they on me because nobody will survive by themselves. 
We will have to come together.  
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When this happens [calamities that bring us together] processes will also arise [such as 
Village] that will be needed. But to plan them ahead, maybe it’s good?  
Every effort is to be appreciated but if it’s not right now it might be in six months’ time 
or in three years’ time. 
              (‘Helen’, Interview 6, Female, 2012, 55-60yrs, Data: 2-03.48, 04.31, 06.05) 
Here Richard, Margarite and Helen are saying that their world has been constructed 
around their dependence on the state for housing and an income (either in the form of 
a wage or welfare payments). This market subjectivity is absolute for many, and they 
are only forced out of this perspective when the state and the market somehow fails 
in this role and their world becomes too uncomfortable to tolerate. The primary 
obligation for residents in this construction of their security is to continue to qualify 
as dependent, or alternatively to find a way into market participation (see 4.5). In this 
data it became apparent that residents’ lives were very much disconnected from local 
participation subjectivities and, while they were typically characterised as failing as 
market citizens (in terms of their housing and income), they were just as engaged in 
the day to day activities of qualifying as dependent and remaining eligible for 
continued housing and income support (see 4.5 and Chapter 10).  
 
 
This dependence is not necessarily a state of contentment but may well be one of 
fear. Helen states:  
I think the idea [Village] is good but I think it won’t work generally. More and more 
people are more alienated and they stick by themselves. People live like wolves, maybe 
they don't trust, maybe they have so much existential problems that they cannot spread 
around this kind of cheerfulness, and happiness is suppressed. 
                                        (‘Helen’, Interview 6, Female, 2012, 55-60yrs, Data: 2-00.45) 
Richard, Helen and Margarite all raise a central and over-arching theme that speaks 
directly to the neoliberal market paradigm and the sort of participation subjectivities 
that are produced or manufactured by this rationality (see Chapters 2 and 3). These 
themes make sense of, and provide a critical context for, the other disengaged 
resident comments—comments that illustrated an interest in Village, but expressed 
its lack of relevance in the day-to-day reality of their lives, where they are more 
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concerned with their subjectivity of establishing their precarious hold on dependency 
as a form of security. Even where certain individuals were keen and willing to 
participate, they did not ultimately sustain the momentum an online forum like 
Village requires. Resnick et al (2010) points out that there is a critical mass needed to 
make any online space viable and that this can be very difficult in a situation where 
there is small or limited pool of community involvement. This theme is picked up in 
the final data analysis chapter (see Chapter 10). 
 
9.9 Conclusion 
In a praxiological attempt at ‘remaking participation’, this chapter began with an 
outline of Village: a carefully designed (see 9.3), multidimensional, locality-based 
online platform (see 2.4.4), positioned within the context of an alternative 
participation perspective (see Chapter 3). In all these ways, Village is an experiment 
with community-centred form of tenant participation. Where state-sponsored 
participation spaces like public forums and formal face-to-face meetings contain all 
the institutional elements of ‘invited space’ (see 2.3.3), Village was a deliberate 
attempt to facilitate resident control and ownership (challenging both local and 
institutional power differentials). It also sought to facilitate participation convenience 
and a way in which residents could raise singular, or what McKee (2008) terms 
‘instrumental’, issues. The rationality that informed the design of Village, and the 
tone of the whole process, was also derived from an alternative participation 
perspective (or rationality) that has important implications for tenant participation, 
based as it is on local collaboration on public land. As such, Village sat in stark 
contrast to conventional market-oriented governance processes, which are typically 
hierarchical, specialised, formal and competitive—technologies of a neoliberal 
rationality designed to capacity-build residents into paid-work and private housing.  
After using Village, residents reported positive participation subjectivities that 
directly contrasted poor participation subjectivities related to conventional tenant 
participation processes (see Section 9.2), demonstrating some success in terms of this 
thesis’s aim of generating new knowledge through its engagement with a 
foundationally different participation process. As such, Village is illustrative of 
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Foucault’s (1984) claim that space is a social construct, and that it holds agency in 
terms of the operation of power. In this way, this praxiological experiment with 
Village contributes to the limited amount of literature on the task of remaking 
participation (Cornwall, 2004; Cooke & Kothari, 2001). 
However, despite Village’s facilitation of more positive participation subjectivities, 
what also became clear was the limited uptake of Village and a lack of sustained 
resident momentum. While many residents discussed their lack of involvement with 
Village in terms of technology issues, and life distractions, three residents in 
particular brought this theme into focus (in terms of governmentality). Their 
interviews made reference back to neoliberal defined participation subjectivities, and 
their consequent dependency positioning. In other words, they spoke of a market 
contextualisation in which they were constructed as having failed in their basic 
market participation responsibility, leaving them with only a subjectification of 
dependency. Given this dependency subjectivity, the attempt to facilitate local co-
operative participation (central to the purpose of Village) struggled to achieve 
relevance. It is to this dependency subjectification that the next chapter turns. 
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CHAPTER 10 DEPENDENCY SUBJECTIVITIES 
10.1 Introduction   
This chapter is an analysis of public-housing resident dependency subjectivities, as 
they arose during interviews. I was initially suspicious of the recurring theme of 
dependency in tenant-participation literature, because it has been so consistently and 
uncritically used by policy-oriented researchers to pathologies residents and position 
them at the heart of the failure of tenant-participation programs (see Chapters 1 and 
6). The recommendations of such studies inevitably arrived at a paternal re-
engagement with residents, consistent with the market integrationist policy agenda of 
neoliberal social policy more generally, where residents needed ‘therapy’ so as to 
ultimately condition them into becoming ‘responsible’ market subjects (see 6.5). By 
contrast, the research of qualitative and critical writers like McKee (2008) traced the 
failure of programs, not to a culture of resident dependency, but to the 
inappropriateness of governance participation programs, programs that ignore, or are 
at least out of touch with the instrumental or personal issues that motivate residents 
(see Chapters 1 and 6). While this failure of relevant participation processes was an 
important theme in the data I collected (see 7.4), and an important reference point for 
the development of Village as an alternative participation process (see Chapter 9), 
something far more fundamental emerged in my analysis of this dependency data 
that demanded deeper reflection. As indicated by the data in this chapter it was clear 
that a sense of dependency was indeed a theme, and that this too, despite any failure 
of particular participation processes needed some careful examination in terms of 
what lay at the foundation of residents’ decisions to opt-out of participation 
programs.  
In Chapter Four an analysis of various State Housing and Centrelink policy 
declarations and reviews demonstrates the ways in which the State plays a key role in 
constructing dependency subjectivities in residents (see 4.5). In the state discourses 
evident in these documents, dependency is stipulated as a core eligibility 
qualification for housing and income support, and the market is uncritically upheld as 
the only valid alternative to this dependency. It is the contention of this chapter that 
this market participation/dependency binary inevitably results in the dependency 
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subjectification of many residents who are, for one reason or another, alienated from 
market forms of participation (paid employment and private housing). 
This chapter now examines resident-participation perspectives using the qualitative 
data from both rounds of in-depth interviews with Hope Street residents and an 
interview with a Wentworth Community Housing staff member. It is argued that the 
dependence subjectivities that emerged from this case study are not simply the 
product of the dependency of individual residents, but that they are, in large part, the 
product of a welfare state construction and positioning of public-housing residents as 
‘flawed-citizens’ (Bauman, 1998). Flawed citizenship is the inevitable product of a 
neoliberal perspective (or rationality), a perspective that constructs normative 
accounts of participation lodged in market integration. This normative account firmly 
locates private forms of housing and paid forms of employment at the centre of 
successful participation and citizenship and, perhaps more to the point, demands the 
demonstration of continuing dependency subjectivities for anyone alienated by this 
market construction of participation. In this market context, tenant participation 
(unpaid collaboration on public land) emerges with little if any real status or currency 
in the participation subjectivities of residents. In fact, in such a context, 
demonstrations of empowerment related to local collaboration may well run counter 
to, and impinge upon, the dependency credentials of residents. 
 
10.2 Dependency subjectification of public-housing residents 
With the high levels of dependency subjectivity increasingly demanded of anyone 
seeking to enter and live in social housing and receive government income support 
(Morris, 2013) (see also 4.5), it is little wonder that this study found dependency so 
firmly lodged in many public-housing resident participation subjectivities. 
Dependency statements emerged from the data that directly reflected the broader 
dependency discourse around public tenure and unemployment. This theme of 
dependency consistently emerged in both rounds of interviews, despite the 
introduction of Village. Because of this, the theme of dependency required analysis 
in terms of what lay at the very foundation of residents’ participation subjectivities, 
and the decision of so many to opt-out of tenant participation processes.  
226 
 
 
10.2.1 Flawed citizenship 
Resident dependency subjectivities and views of neighbouring public-housing 
residents as dependent, was clearly expressed in all the interviews I conducted (see 
Appendix L/1). The essentialist perspective—that public-housing residents by 
definition have problems and are inherently dependent—runs in parallel to the major 
narrative of the neoliberal welfare state. In this narrative, public-housing residents 
are positioned as unsuccessful in their basic citizenship responsibilities of paid 
market employment and securing of private housing, and are therefore characterised 
as dependent (see Chapters 2, 3 and 4). In this study, Peter went to the heart of this 
flawed citizenship narrative when he explained  
Actually I'm a liability because I don't produce anything but I cost money.  
                                         (‘Peter’, Interview, 10, Male, 2011, 45-50yrs, Data: 32.10) 
Here Peter’s use of the term ‘liability’ can be equated directly to the idea of 
dependency and flawed citizenship. What emerged in this data was the internalising 
of the broad neoliberal narrative, where public housing tenure and unemployment 
had become synonymous with a dependency subjectification. In a statement that also 
went to the heart of this essentialist subjectivity, Ruby declared: 
People are in housing [social housing] because they have a problem. 
                                      (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14, Female, 2012, 60-65yrs, Data:11.04) 
Here Ruby, like Peter, is making a normative or essentialist statement about public-
housing residents generally, and then applying that dependency characterisation to 
herself and all other public-housing residents. This demonstrates a powerful 
internalisation of the broader narrative surrounding public tenure. Similarly, Peter 
stated that 
They don't give Department of Housing or community based housing to anybody. You 
have to fit a certain criteria and that criteria is seen as a safety-net. So really you're at a 
point in your life where you need support. 
                                           (Peter’, Interview, 10, Male, 2011, 45-50yrs, Data: 44.10) 
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Similarly, Lois stated 
I know this sounds bloody terrible but we're Department of Housing, or whatever we are 
now, and some of them have got problems. I have problems at the moment. 
                                  (‘Lois’, Interview, 15, Female, 2012, 60-65yrs, Data: 2-10.25). 
For Foucault (1977) the real risk was not so much that the rationality of the day 
would simply repress individuals. He states 
It is not that the beautiful totality of the individual is amputated, repressed, altered by 
our social order, it is rather that the individual is carefully fabricated within it, according 
to a whole technique of forces and bodies (p.217). 
In terms of being ‘fabricated’ within a neoliberal construction of participation, what 
is demanded from public-housing residents is dependence and certainly not 
empowered tenant participation. It is therefore their degree of dependence that 
residents feel is under constant surveillance and subject to discipline if not 
demonstrated. It is dependence that is essential to security, integrity and even safety. 
It is then little wonder that residents internalise this dependency subjectivity or, as 
Foucault would put it, become ‘fabricated in it’. 
This neoliberal construction of public-housing residents as being inherently 
dependent is played out in terms of tenant participation. In this flawed citizenship 
context, Harold was exasperated at the very idea of encouraging his neighbours to do 
anything:  
To motivate people to do these things [we were discussing resident participation] now 
how do you do it? I can't see a way. [and]:  
Even if a war broke out they [neighbouring public-housing residents] probably wouldn't 
be interested ...90% of em. ...unless there's a bomb on the side of the house. I don't 
know, you can't do nothing about it.  
                (‘Harold’, Interview, 11, Male, 2011, 2012, 70-75yrs, Data: 06.20, 2-5.25) 
Betty provided the same dependency characterisation of public-housing residents, 
stating 
Never going to get them [referencing her neighbours] to comply with each other …like 
you’re never going to get next door to get out there and garden.  
                                  (‘Betty’, Interview, 2, Female, 2012, 55-60yrs, Data: 2-04.50) 
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As already outlined in this chapter, these sorts of public-housing resident dependency 
subjectivities underscored much of the data and seemed to directly inform the 
participation subjectivities that invariably followed. It was in exploring this resident 
theme of dependency and flawed citizenship that the data began to reveal a deeper, 
more fundamental impediment to empowered tenant-participation subjectivities. This 
was a problem that appeared to go much deeper than the problems that related to an 
inappropriate participation process. My analysis was necessarily expanded beyond a 
focus on participation processes as a foundation to participation subjectivities, to the 
foundational relationship between the core marks of citizenship construction 
(housing and work) and resultant participation subjectivities.  
Observed through a governmentality lens, it can be argued that a neoliberal 
construction of participation employs normative notions of participation which are 
firmly rooted in market employment and private housing. It is in the defining of 
market participation as normal that an indirect means of governing people is 
established, initiating the ‘conduct of conduct’. Those unable or unwilling to comply 
with these normalised acts of participation are constructed as flawed and subject to 
the discipline of the state. In such circumstances, the demonstration of incapacity, or 
genuine dependence, is the last available option for anyone who is in some way 
unable to perform such normalised acts.  
 
10.2.2 Flawed citizenship or dependency as a basis for participation 
Even in basic participation acts, such as reporting individual household maintenance 
issues, many residents seemed to demonstrate a subjectivity of recoiling submissive 
dependence, where their own perception of their flawed citizenship afforded them 
little if any citizenship or consumer rights. Margarite felt so much shame and 
ineptness around her dependence that she even felt that asking the housing provider 
for routine maintenance was somehow inappropriate 
I'm on a [rent] rebate because I'm on a pension. I pay less so I think I don't deserve it. 
Do you understand? I mean my rents rebated but I don't deserve anything …them to do 
anything …but I'm ashamed of my carpet. It’s a twenty-five-year-old carpet and I'd like 
new carpet.  
                               (‘Margarite’ Interview, 12, Female, 2011, 60-65yrs, Data: 24.45) 
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Lois was deeply sensitive to the same feelings of lack of consumer participation 
validity and rights and reported feeling patronised and powerless when talking to 
WCH maintenance staff. In relation to reporting an important maintenance issue Lois 
stated  
She actually said when I rang her, when they first took over “You guys are costing us a 
lot of money.”.  [and]  
I know when she [her neighbour] had a problem. They [WCH] just told her that's the 
way it was and she accepted it and it wasn't right. 
                    (‘Lois’ Interview, 15, Female, 2012, 60-65yrs, Data: 2-11.28, 2-16.40) 
On reporting an important maintenance issue, Richard stated  
...you'd ring up again and they’d say oh yes we have that complaint and you think great, 
but it was just a power ...just a totally powerless situation to be in ...feeling to have you 
know. You felt that they'd take notice of you if they wanted to and you couldn't have 
any influence otherwise.  
                                    (‘Richard’, Interview 5, Male, 2012, 60-65yrs, Data: 2-10.35) 
Rebecca stated  
Most of us just ring the community housing and tell them and they hum and ha about it.  
                                    (‘Rebecca’, Interview 9, Female, 2011, 30-35yrs, Data: 02.17) 
In these comments we see a powerlessness reinforced through interaction with the 
housing authority which confirms, in the minds of these residents, their flawed 
citizenship and lack of consumer status.  
In the tenant participation meeting about the transferring of residents from Housing 
NSW to a private housing manager (reported in 7.4.1), there were a number of 
resident statements that spoke directly to residents’ lack of citizenship rights and the 
direct association with their dependency or flawed citizenship status. In a statement 
that captured this sense of a lack of citizenship rights, Peter said 
The whole process is about disempowerment and about keeping people in their place, 
and having them feel disempowered, and keeping them under wraps so that they keep 
their mouths shut and they be f…kin’ grateful for what they get … and they don't rock 
the boat. Otherwise they're just going to get shat on. And this is supposed to be a 
democracy? … and human life is supposed to have any value? ...pah! 
                                        (Peter’, Resident, 10, Male, 2011, 40-45yrs, Data: 2-39.37) 
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It would only be less threatening to people here if people here were empowered -and 
people here aren't empowered. 
                                       (‘Peter’, Resident, 10, Male, 2012, 40-45yrs, Data: 2-39.57) 
In the context of this process Rachel said  
... at the end of the day a lot of tenants in houso [social housing] are probably mentally 
ill or old, you know, whatever. So I think they bank on people being a bit stupid and not 
knowing what their rights are. 
                                   (‘Rachel’ Interview, 12, Female, 2011, 30-35yrs, Data: 39.28) 
The transfer process to WCH and the ‘consultation’ process used was just one of the 
reported examples
83
 where residents spoke of feeling powerless and lacking basic 
citizenship or consumer rights (flawed citizenship) when it came to the direction 
being asserted by the housing authority. Of this meeting Ruby stated  
…and once again you walk out thinking, you know, it's exactly what I've always 
thought: that I don't have a voice, that I'm not entitled to have a say. People don't want to 
hear me. 
                                   (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14, Female, 2012, 60-65yrs, Data: 2-19.27) 
These quotes contain a series of powerful subjectivity statements, which show that 
residents feel positioned as flawed citizens. Despite any notions of empowered 
participation (residents exercising consumer rights as housing ‘customers’ or the idea 
that residents can exercise their rights through citizenship forms of participation), the 
data presented in this section speaks clearly of a disempowered and deeply 
compromised experience of resident participation and citizenship. In a situation 
where a clear binary of market citizenship and dependency (i.e. flawed citizenship) 
exists in the social and economic structure of society, those who are not conceived as 
successful market citizens are left with very little social, economic or symbolic status 
or capital on which to build positive participation subjectivities and citizenship 
rights. Where citizenship rights are shaped within a neoliberal context or rationality, 
those rights become eroded and even lost when subjects fail to perform normalised 
                                                 
83 Another example referred to by nearly all the residents was around the installation of a gas heating system in 
the complex. This process was summed up well by Peter (Interview 10, Male, 2011, 45-50yrs, Data: 2.15) who 
said: ‘We didn't have a voice with the heaters. [and Betty (Interview 2, Female, 2012, 55-60yrs, Data: 2-52.25)] 
They [the housing authority] said: “You’re getting gas heaters and that's it” ...but the heaters aren’t adequate 
(Interview, 2; Female, 2012, 55-60yrs, Data: 54.070) They didn't want tenant voices … had made deals.’ 
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acts of market citizenship. In this data, we see the self-determination rights of public-
housing residents being undermined because of their flawed economic position or 
status. 
This circumstances (such as the WCH consultation meeting) provide us with a 
textbook example of the tyranny of participation that Cooke and Kothari (2001) 
identify in their critique of participatory development, where they argue that 
‘participation’ can serve to disguise repressive and exploitative development agendas 
(see 2.3). It is in this same way that we find tenant participation employed as a 
technology of neoliberal governance, facilitating and disguising the agenda of the 
neoliberal state. 
 
10.2.3 Dependency as capital 
With market involvement and dependency established as a binary, what little 
participation power or leverage public-housing residents have is primarily bound up 
with their dependence, or the presentations of themselves as being justifiably needy. 
In this context, where social housing tenure is essentially conflated with dependence, 
‘high complex needs’ is the key qualifications or credential (see 4.5).  
Because dependency is the currency, it is this credential that many residents are left 
to capitalise on. In a conclusive statement about how this position of dependency 
frames participation subjectivities, Betty stated  
These are issues [the participation issues she was discussing] that we shouldn't have to 
be chasing. These are things that they should be automatically supplying anyway. 
Between them [WCH] and housing [Housing NSW] they should be working this out.  
                                        (‘Betty’, Interview, 2, Female, 2012, 55-60yrs, Data: 2-08.33) 
Convinced of the idea that dependence is the key qualifier for public housing status, 
Betty is asserting the primary responsibility of WCH to take care of things. Similarly, 
Richard summed up this apathy, dependence and sense of powerlessness when he 
stated  
Tendency is to rely on someone else to recognise a need and provide a service rather 
than to make anything happen. Not much happens, just sleep eat and TV.  
                                            (‘Richard’, Interview 5, Male, 2011, 60-65yrs, Data: Q5) 
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In this way the data demonstrates that this sense of dependence and flawed 
citizenship is both internalised and projected out onto neigbouring public-housing 
residents. Reflecting this dependent characterisation of public-housing residents, 
there was evidence in the interviews that residents themselves had further categorised 
their neighbours as dependent and flawed citizens. When talking about participation, 
Lois’s assertion was that 
We really do have to look after the most vulnerable people and it is community housing, 
they should be supported. 
                                     (‘Lois’ Interview, 15, Female, 2012, 60-65yrs, Data: 2-28.56) 
People that I talk to, a lot of them are women on their own and they feel like they don't 
have any power to do anything anyway, so they just accept things and crawl back into 
their [home] and close the door.   
                                        (‘Lois’ Interview, 15, Female, 2011, 60-65yrs, Data: 01.55) 
As already outlined in this chapter, this theme of dependency as a defining 
characteristic of public-housing residents carries through all the interviews (see 
Appendix L/1). With little leverage coming from their position as consumers or 
citizens and with flawed citizenship being an ever-present inference, it is dependency 
that emerges as the main subjectivity and the main point of leverage for residents in 
any attempt to exercise agency. Welfare critics such as Field (2000) place a great 
importance on the ways in which the social security system has shaped character, 
attitudes and behaviour. He asserts that welfare as a mechanism typically expects and 
even manufactures dependency.  
In the context of this dependency subjectification, non-participation in tenant-
participation programs is an expected outcome for many public-housing residents. In 
a world where there is a clear paid-employment/welfare dependency binary, it is 
perhaps unsurprising that residents who find themselves alienated from the market 
have inhabited such acute dependency subjectivities. As a consequence, it is also 
unsurprising that tenant participation carries very little currency in their participation 
subjectivities. Residents know full well that it is through dependency, and certainly 
not any type of tenant-participation ‘empowerment’, where people on welfare assert 
their identity and security. In fact, more than just lacking currency, tenant-
participation involvement may well impinge on the dependency credentials of those 
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empowered enough to participate. A case in point being the lack of authorisation of 
any kind of unpaid-work by Centrelink for people who should either be ‘earning or 
learning’ or too sick to work (see 4.5.2). 
 
10.2.4 Panoptic surveillance and disciplining of flawed citizens 
For a number of residents, a subjectivity related to dependency, liability and flawed 
citizenship was felt so deeply that they experienced a form of surveillance from the 
government and tax paying community around them. In a statement which linked 
public residency, a sense of citizenship failure and this threatening surveillance, Peter 
stated  
Your tax payer money is paying these people to stay at home. Aren't they bad! People 
fundamentally resent people they feel are not pulling their weight.  
                                    (‘Peter’, Interview, 10, Male, 2012, 45-50yrs, Data: 2-42.32) 
Similarly, Helen stated  
…there was a social stigma of living in public housing that hadn’t moved in sixteen 
years [the period of time Helen has been in social housing]. [and] 
…we are judged as a group [of public-housing residents], not as individuals.  
                               (‘Helen’, Interview 6, Female, 2012, 55-60yrs, Data: 03.07, 3.35) 
In a cynical, but eerily grave, statement that seems to take the idea of this threat 
related to being a flawed (and even failed) citizen to a ‘final solution’, Margarite 
stated  
I have a thing about the government ...when they decided to give us all gas and they put 
gas in all round the place
84
 I said: ‘They're getting it ready for a concentration camp. 
They're going to gas us all. They’re just getting it all ready cause they're going to turn 
this place into a concentration camp and they have the gas on so if we don't do as we're 
told they're just going to gas us all. [and]  
Just tell me when the tanks are at the end of the street and they're going to bomb the 
place or something.   
                     (‘Margarite’ Interview, 12, Female, 2011, 60-65yrs, Data: 01.55, 01.48) 
                                                 
84 This gas network was highly controversial with all the residents interviewed because they believe it was 
installed dangerously (external to the building), was an eyesore and was too expensive for them to use because of 
the high quarterly gas service fees that amount to over $200 per year before gas is even used – a fee that becomes 
more cost effective the more gas items a household has. 
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In this data we see a clear link being made between the identity of residents as 
dependent and their identity as flawed citizens. In this regard, residents reported 
experiencing a deep dependency stigma and disciplinary surveillance. Here, 
dependency had to be demonstrated not only to government agencies, like housing 
authorities and Centrelink (see 4.5), but also to the society around them, who are felt 
to be continually assessing the deservingness (i.e. dependence) of social-housing 
residents. Even where such surveillance may not be real, the strength of the 
neoliberal normalisation of market forms of housing and employment is such that 
residents experience an internalised stigma and surveillance.  
Foucault’s (1977) reflection on the Panopticon85 offers a powerful metaphor for the 
internalised coercion that comes from a feeling of constant surveillance. In his 
metaphor, he describes the ways in which people comply with normative 
constructions of behavior because a consciousness of constant surveillance is 
internalised. In this way, the metaphor of the panopticon is used by Foucault to 
explore the disciplinary power that is provided by a broad social acceptance of norms 
and the surveillance of those norms, in which all of society is part of the panoptic 
machine. Suitable or ‘normalised’ behaviour is achieved not through total 
surveillance (such as in a prison), but by panoptic discipline, by inducing a 
population to internalise social norms and watch and discipline each other.  
A number of the dependency and flawed citizenship quotes have already attested to a 
subjectivity related to this feeling of surveillance and internalised dependence. A 
statement from my own personal diary illustrates the anxiety associated with my 
public tenure 
Today the father of my daughter’s friend went out of his way to say that only old and 
disabled people should be allowed to live in my [social housing] complex. The 
awareness that even those who might support their tax dollars going on public housing 
would want someone more deserving [dependent] than me living here is a real challenge 
to my integrity and security. (3rd March, 2011) 
Analysed through a governmentality lens, such surveillance, both internal and 
external, is the desired objective. In this regard, social conditions such as stigma and 
shame ultimately serve as technologies of governance (Rose, 1999). Facing such an 
                                                 
85 The Panopticon is a prison structure where a cell can continually be seen by guards from their vantage point in 
a centalised high tower. The prisoners internalise this surveillance and as such comply with all normalised acts. 
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uncomfortable condition, the subject has an incentive to self-regulate. This self-
regulation creates a powerful incentive to leave public housing and enter the market 
or, even better, never enter public housing in the first place. For those with little 
other choice besides public housing, a demonstration of dependency becomes the 
required subjectivity. While a neoliberal notion of a safety-net may extend to 
providing for the ‘deservingly needy’, those subjects must continually demonstrate 
that dependence or else be branded as welfare cheats or ‘bludgers’86, a dangerous 
identity which is not afforded any form of sympathy or protection, and is subject to 
loathing and the punishment and disciplining by the neoliberal state. In such a 
heavily regulated, disciplining and moralising atmosphere, and with ‘deservingness’ 
surveillance woven into the fabric of the panoptic machine which is society—
government authorities, residents themselves, their families, surrounding 
communities, the media and so on—a dependence subjectivity becomes the only safe 
and valid identity for many residents, who for one reason or another find themselves 
alienated from private market housing and paid forms of employment. 
In such a situation, where one’s security and identity has become morally conflated 
with dependence, and where one feels under constant observation as a form of 
disciplinary social control, it is perhaps little wonder that acts of empowered 
participation subjectivities, such as in tenant participation, may be experienced by 
public residents as incompatible. 
 
10.3 Conclusion 
In response to this thesis’s first research aim, to explore residents’ participation 
subjectivities through the lens of the critical account of participation established in 
this thesis, this chapter focused on a core data-theme related to dependency that 
carries across all the interviews conducted.  
In governmentality theory, we can see that constructing market participation as 
‘normal’ is a key way of indirectly regulating human conduct by manufacturing the 
‘conduct of conduct’. Because residents failed at these normalised acts, they are 
                                                 
86 One who lives off or profits by the work of others while making no contribution (Urban dictionary, 2012 - 
http://www.urbandictionary.com/define.php?term=bludger). 
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positioned as flawed citizens. In this context, the residents in this study understood 
that dependency was the key credential for acquiring and maintaining housing and 
income support. Such a demonstration of dependency was also a moral imperative, 
as society vilifies those in public housing and on income support who fail to 
satisfactorily prove dependency. As such, for Hope Streets public-housing residents 
(who have failed to secure their housing and income through ‘normalised’ acts of 
market participation), demonstrating dependency is an economic and social 
imperative. 
In this morally charged and disciplinary environment, it is dependency, and certainly 
not any form of empowered tenant participation, that is central to economic security 
and social acceptance. In this situation, where the credential is clearly dependency, 
tenant participation carried little if any real currency for residents. Indeed, looked at 
through this critical lens, any demonstration of tenant empowerment could even be 
seen to be undermining dependency credentials. As demonstrated in the data, many 
residents understood their ‘flawed’ economic status very well. With the only 
alternative being increasingly unaffordable private rental housing, they held onto 
their dependency subjectivity as a security lifeboat. In short, dependency 
subjectification, as demanded by neoliberalism, from anyone failing in the 
normalised acts of market employment and housing, was found to be inconsistent 
with, and even undermining, empowered tenant-participation subjectivities.  
By exploring resident subjectivities, and the neoliberal rationality context from 
which such subjectivities emerged, this chapter responds to the thesis’s central aim of 
using a critical lens to better understand residents’ participation subjectivities. In this 
way, the chapter has contributed to critical tenant-participation literature which is 
attempting to understand the broad phenomenon of non-participation in tenant-
participation programs.  
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CHAPTER 11 CONCLUSION  
 
11.1 Introduction 
This research examined the problem of non-participation in conventional tenant-
participation programs. I wanted to explore resident participation feelings, beliefs 
and hopes (or subjectivities) both in relation to conventional state-sponsored tenant-
participation programs (Aim 1) and in relation to Village, an alternative participation 
process, born from an alternative participation perspective (Aim 2). In carrying out 
this research I made three important findings, now presented in this chapter.  
 
11.1.1 Finding one—tenant participation as a neoliberal technology 
The first finding is that tenant participation programs can be re-politicised in the 
same way scholars like Cooke and Kothari’s (2001) and Cornwall (2004) re-
politicise participatory practices more broadly. Central to any kind of re-
politicisation is the way that these participation practices can be seen not as a neutral 
or natural processes of empowerment, but rather, as political instruments of a very 
particular development agenda (see Chapter 2.3.1). In terms of the first aim of this 
thesis (i.e., of understanding residents’ subjectivities in relation to conventional 
tenant participation programs), this first finding provides an insight into why 
residents might ‘opt out’ of tenant participation programs. 
In terms of evidencing this finding (that tenant participation practices operate as a 
technology of the neo-liberal state) this thesis has firstly drawn together literature 
that demonstrates the ways in which participatory practices more broadly have been 
positioned within a neo-liberal perspective or rationality. This critique of 
participation practices is established in Chapter Two (see 2.3.1) and Chapter Six (see 
6.5), where the thesis outlines the ways that participatory practices, from their early 
deployment (by such agencies as the World Bank) became a tool of a one sided 
(market oriented) development story in both the ‘undeveloped’ South (where it has 
served development interests) and the ‘developed’ North (where it is used on ‘poor’ 
people as a form of participation therapy).  In this context participatory rhetoric and 
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practice has been used to mask a top-down and one-sided capitalist development 
agenda. In terms of evidencing this critique of participatory practice in relation to 
tenant participation programs, this thesis’s data samples in Chapter Ten demonstrate 
the ways in which the social housing residents in the Hope Street case study felt 
constructed as flawed citizens by tenant participation programs. As this chapter 
shows, this subjectivity exists because they have failed to find a place in the 
development story of market capitalism. This chapter provides numerous data 
examples demonstrating the inherent dependency subjectification (or flawed 
citizenship) of residents and the ways in which this subjectivity is perceived by 
residents as being re-enforced by state-sponsored tenant participation programs. It is 
this positioning of flawed citizenship (further developed in 11.1.3) that in turn 
characterises the objectives and delivery of tenant participation programs. This 
market oriented agenda has been prevalent in tenant participation programs since the 
first attempts at participatory practices by virtue of the fact that market development 
is the only form of economic development that is recognised by the state instituting 
these programs. This is an agenda that has become overt in recent state government 
accounts of tenant participation. This is evidenced in Chapter Six, where state 
housing authorities identify employment and private housing as primary objectives 
of tenant participation programs. In this regard, Flint (2003) argues that it is not 
simply a matter of autonomy being actuated in any sort of active citizenship, but also 
the responsibilities of neoliberal citizenship. That is, tenant participation programs 
are not contrived to help residents to realise economic integrity in their public tenure 
and local participation, but rather, these programs are designed to help condition or 
discipline flawed citizens into formal, hierarchical and specialised market 
subjectivities, with the ultimate aim of residents achieving paid work and private 
housing. Even where employment or private housing outcomes are seen by state 
policy providers as unlikely or only a distant hope, a strong theme in the execution of 
these programs is participation as therapy (see 6.5). Therefore, this thesis positions 
tenant participation programs, both in their design and deployment, as a technology 
or instrument of the neo-liberal state (see Chapter 1 and 6).  
Beyond residents’ accounts of flawed citizenship in Chapter Ten, and the positioning 
of participatory practices within market development in Chapters Two and Six, a 
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second way this thesis evidences this finding is in resident data related to the tenant 
participation mechanisms themselves. This data serves to build on Cooke and 
Kothari’s (2001) (see also Cornwall, 2004) second critique of participation—the 
tyranny of method (see Chapter 2.3.3). In this critique of participatory practices the 
nature of participation spaces themselves are evaluated in terms of the way they can 
be positioned as a technology of the neo-liberal state to discipline those who engage 
in those practices. This thesis builds on this critique of participation methods using 
data it has collected from residents’ engagement with tenant participation methods. 
Chapter Seven provides an extensive sample of data that explores the ways in which 
tenant participation programs have been directly experienced as overly formal, 
complex and time consuming by residents. They were also experienced as spaces in 
which residents felt dominated and silenced by housing professions and more 
powerful resident voices. This design of tenant participation programs (where 
formality, speacialisation and hierarchical power dynamics were prevalent) is no 
accident of design—in that it directly replicates the skills, attitudes and power 
structures of market employment. Indeed the intent of these programs, to condition 
or discipline residents into market subjectivities, has been apparent from the 
inception of these programs, where early tenant participation scholars like Arnstein 
(1969) identified the therapeutic nature of these programs ‘to enable powerholders to 
“educate” or “cure” the participants’ (p.217 see also 6.5). This participation as 
therapy agenda is clearly apparent in policy oriented tenant participation literature, 
where skill-development and capacity building are ever occurring and consistent 
themes (see Chapter 6). These themes have the ultimate aim of integrating residents 
into paid employment and private forms of housing. As reported in Chapter Seven, 
residents' responses to these neo-liberal positioned tenant participation programs 
manifested in subjectivities that directly mirrored their disempowerment from market 
forms of engagement more broadly. The data is full of participation subjectivity 
examples related to residents feeling dominated, intimidated, unskilled, unworthy, 
excluded, unresourced and unheard.  For the overwhelming majority of residents in 
this case study, the experience of these market oriented tenant participation programs 
resulted in alienation, ‘opting out’ and ongoing dependency subjectification (see 
fining 11.1.3). 
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The findings in this thesis is that market-oriented formal governance participation 
processes are a technology of the neo-liberal market state and that this is highly 
problematic for many residents—who already, for one reason or another, find 
themselves deeply alienated from a market construction of economic participation. 
The analysis in this chapter helps to re-politicise tenant participation processes, by 
establishing the ways in which they operate as technologies of the neo-liberal state. 
This sits in stark contrast to policy-oriented analysis of these programs, which 
typically sees them as inherently good and natural processes, and in no way political. 
This uncritical position typically lends itself to the argument that non-participation 
responsibility, and even blame, can be put on residents themselves and their 
dependency, and that all that is required is further training (therapy). While critical 
researchers like McKee (2008) have already begun to turn the analysis back on the 
participatory processes themselves, this thesis brings a new level of analysis by 
deploying Cooke and Kothari’s (2001) tyrannies to this specific setting. By 
employing this analysis it becomes easier to hear residents’ reasons for opting-out. 
Rather than simply seeing public resident non-participation as further evidence of 
their inherent dependency and flawed citizenship, we might be able to begin to see it 
as yet another indication of their alienation from participation as it is constructed 
within a neo-liberal ‘regime of truth’.  This analysis provides the foundation for how 
this thesis responds to its first aim—which seeks to develop an understanding of 
resident subjectivities related to these state-sponsored tenant participation programs.  
 
11.1.2 Finding two—an alternative participation process.  
In its praxiological search for alternative knowledge, the thesis’s second aim is to 
explore an alternative participation process and the alternative subjectivities it might 
produce. Prior to the introduction of any new process by this research, the data this 
research collected revealed that many Hope Street residents had begun using the 
Internet as an alternative participation process. 
As shown by the data presented in chapter eight, the Internet (as a multidimensional 
structure) was facilitating the ability of residents to participate in a range of 
communities on their own terms in a way that was unpressured and convenient and 
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on issues that interested them with people who related to their issues. However, this 
data also revealed that most residents were not using this online platform for 
neighbourhood or local tenant participation purposes (although some were: see 8.3), 
but rather were engaged in what Castells (2001) calls private ‘portfolios of 
sociability’, where online global networks provide a way to access and engage on 
specific, personal issues. Resident statements that more empowered participation 
subjectivities resulted from their use of this alternative engagement space is an 
important finding (see Chapter 8) which points toward the affordance of the internet, 
or the possibility of it facilitating more genuinely empowered tenant-participation 
subjectivities. 
Building on the benefits of the Internet, this thesis took up the praxiological research 
challenge of deploying an alternative process, in this case, an online participation 
process called ‘Village’. As outlined in chapter nine, Village is an informal, 
instrumental, collaborative and non-specialised participation process designed to 
support unpaid and local participation on public land. Village emerged from a 
rationality that sees local collaboration on public land (or land commons) as a valid 
economic and social mode of economic operation (see Chapter 3). This perspective 
on participation is in direct contrast to a neoliberal participation perspective and to 
conventional market-oriented governance processes, which are characteristically 
hierarchical, specialised, formal and competitive.  
As an alternative participation process, Village was positively received by residents, 
and achieved a degree of success; with residents reporting feeling less intimidated, 
dominated and inconvenienced, and saying they could engage around their 
personally felt (instrumental) issues (see 9.7). 
The second aim is in part addressed by this second finding, in that a new 
participation process born from a different participation rationality, did contribute to 
new positive participation subjectivities. Village is a noteworthy response to calls in 
participation literature for practical or praxiological research experiments related to 
the ‘remaking of participation’ (see 2.3.4).  
Unlike conventional tenant participation processes, Village is not an attempt at 
‘therapy’ or conditioning into the market economy and does not embed processes 
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that are competitive, hierarchical or requiring specialised formal roles. Critical tenant 
participation research has largely focused on the way conventional processes of 
tenant participation operate as instruments of a broader neoliberal agenda. However, 
such an analysis also opens the way to the development of an alternative framing of 
participation. This alternative approach is designed to challenge and reconstruct 
power in different ways (Sheppard et al., 2007). It is this attempt at generating new 
resident participation subjectivities that this thesis is committed to. The alternative 
rationality Village builds on, and the way that rationality is deployed in the Village 
process as a form of praxis (see Chapter 9), represents a significant contribution to 
our understanding of improving tenant participation subjectivities. This finding 
points toward the affordance of the Internet (and good design of a multidimensional 
platform) in terms of its potential for facilitating more empowered participation 
subjectivities related to tenant participation. 
 
11.1.3 Finding three—dependency subjectivities were enduring 
An improvement in participation subjectivities is not the only outcome of the second 
round of interviews after the application of Village. The third and final finding is that 
dependency participation subjectivities were clearly enduring for the residents 
interviewed (see Chapters 9 and 10). Despite signs of more positive participation 
subjectivities related to Village, what also became clear were its limited uptake and a 
lack of sustained resident momentum on Village.  
What is apparent in the data is that residents did not consistently identify with the 
local collaboration that is characteristic of community development, and which 
Village attempted to support. Instead, residents continued to report essentialist 
dependency subjectivities related to their status as public-housing residents. As an 
alternative to dependency, unpaid participation and public tenure was in no way 
conceived by residents as a valid foundation for the sort of ‘good economic 
citizenship’ Village was designed to support. Rather, it was dependency and not any 
form of local productivity, which continued to define residents’ economic identity in 
terms of their housing and income security. Three residents in particular bought this 
key theme into focus by discussing it within the context of the over-arching narrative 
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related to a neoliberal notion of participation, and their consequent dependency 
subjectification (see 4.5 and Chapters 9 and 10). 
With social-housing allocation so explicitly focused on dependency (as outlined in 
4.5.1), it is little wonder that residents identify with dependency so acutely. There are 
also broad social implications related to the fact that dependency is defining 
residents’ housing tenure. Housing scholars such as Michael Bounds (2004) suggests 
that '…housing has a cultural meaning and that meaning relates to our sense of self, 
citizenship, and the nature of our social being' (p.281).  
In other words, how people in any society secure their housing is a defining 
characteristic of how they construct themselves and their citizenship. In this analysis 
it became apparent that public-housing residency, as a foundation for good economic 
citizenship, sits in stark contrast (even in opposition) to the notion of the property 
owning democracy, on which the popular conservatism of the contemporary 
neoliberal paradigm rests (Torrance, 2010)87. In this ideology, where home 
ownership (or at least access to private housing) forms the very nucleus of neoliberal 
citizenship, public-housing residents, all of whom have clearly failed as private-
housing consumers have failed in this fundamental or core measure of neoliberal 
citizenship and are thus conceived as flawed citizens (see Flint, 2003). With social 
housing being so embedded in the dependency discourse of the liberal welfare state, 
it is little wonder that this dependency status is internalised and that dependency 
subjectivities emerged so strongly from public-housing residents in the interviews 
(see Chapter 10).  
If the construction of dependency subjectivities related to public-housing tenure is 
not enough, the fact that paid employment sits as the second core hallmark of good 
economic citizenship would seem to seal the deal. Flint (2003) argues that, in a 
neoliberal discourse, ‘…conduct is rationalised as the ability of subjects to create the 
means for their own consumption, primarily through gaining access to the labour 
market’ (p.614). All of the residents I interviewed and ninety per cent of the 346,000 
households in public forms of housing are on some form of government income 
support (Productivity Commission, 2004). With the increasingly stringent rules 
                                                 
87 In Australia this took the form of the Menzies inspired ‘Great Australian Dream’ 
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governing eligibility for such support, the focus on dependency and the disincentive 
to participate becomes acute (see 4.5.1). In the case of public-housing residents, both 
their public tenure and source of income are foundational marks of not ‘…creating 
the means of their own production’ (Flint, 2003, p.614) and of their flawed 
citizenship (Bauman, 1998). Paton et al., (2012) positions these flawed citizens who 
have clearly failed in the two hallmarks of responsible economic citizenship, as the 
antithesis of the morally superior and responsible consumer citizen.  
The State plays a key role in the day-to-day reality of public-housing residents on 
income support, by sustaining resident dependency subjectivities through how 
residents must qualify for housing and income. Chapter four’s analysis of various 
State Housing Departments' policies and the Commonwealth Government's 
Centrelink policy documents, demonstrates how the state demands dependency as a 
core eligibility qualification, or credential, for housing and income support.  
Thus, the market is uncritically upheld as the only valid alternative to this 
dependency. Not only are non-market forms of participation, such as tenant 
engagements, unrecognised, but they are positioned as invalid and even 
unauthorised—in that they may be in breach of market-fixated Centrelink obligations 
and requirements (see 4.5.2). In this situation, the value of non-market forms of 
participation by people who are constructed as flawed citizens has been nullified, and 
the subjectification or conditioning of unemployed public-housing residents is clear: 
one must either be in paid-work, seeking paid-work or demonstrating dependency. 
For many, dependency then becomes preferred to paid-work at the lower end of the 
labour market, because it leads to loss of benefits and increased rent (Hulse & 
Randolph, 2004; Eiszele, 2013). If we combine this situation with the dependency 
subjectification now associated with public tenure, then it (dependency 
subjectification) becomes vital for these residents. The choice for many residents 
becomes one of either capitalising on this dependency, for the relative security of 
public housing and income support, or demonstrating economic capacity for a 
position in the increasingly competitive and unappealing private rental and labour 
market. As indicated by Hulse and Randolph (2004) and Eiszele (2013) the only 
option for many is welfare dependency as a form of economic security.  
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The reality of welfare dependency is that residents must develop and exhibit their 
core dependency credentials in order to qualify for continued housing and income 
security. In this situation, local participation carries very little if any real meaning or 
currency. What is more, the very act of demonstrating capacity through local 
participation may be felt to be undermining dependency capital or credentials. While 
some public-housing residents, regardless of this structural demand for demonstrated 
dependency, find it in themselves to participate, a lack of economic validity and 
status underscores these tenant-participation programs. It is therefore consistent that 
public-housing residents are opting-out, and are instead internalising this dependency 
and capitalising on it.  
This final finding of this thesis establishes that a market participation/dependency 
binary inevitably results in the dependency subjectification of many social-housing 
residents who are, for one reason or another, alienated from the neoliberal 
constructions of participation: paid employment and private housing. While the 
current literature on tenant participation (and the dependency subjectivities related to 
it) is largely concerned with personal barriers to participation, this thesis’s findings 
provide a structural critique in terms of the dependency positioning of public-housing 
residents. Most of the literature focuses on capacity-building of public-housing 
residents to improve participation outcomes. Conversely, this thesis identifies how 
capacity-building can serve as a technology of the neoliberal state, ultimately 
designed to condition public-housing residents into market citizens.  
 
11.2 Thesis limitations and further research 
It was clear in this study that while the development of a less market-oriented 
participation process like Village is important, it is ultimately not enough to alter 
dependency participation subjectivities. Village does not overcome dependency 
subjectivities because it does not transform the core dependency subjectification that 
is structurally enforced by the neoliberal state’s welfare/paid-work binary. Therefore 
it is concluded that while this research did engage an alternative participation process 
to produce new subjectivities, it was unable to respond to the core problem. 
Nevertheless, it is proposed that a more appropriate participation process is 
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important. However, the full potential of local non-market forms of participation will 
remain unrealised while paid employment and private tenure are the only authorised 
ways to exercise good economic citizenship, and dependency is the only alternative. 
Without policy recognition of public land and local collaboration as a valid economic 
space, dependency subjectivities will seemingly be locked in place. While this thesis 
was searching for an alternative construction of tenant participation that offered 
residents an alternative participation perspective, it was limited in terms of 
responding to their wider social and economic landscape, which firmly positions 
them in a dependency/market integration binary.  
In the broadest terms, this research raises questions about the efficacy and ethical 
integrity of existing neoliberal policy settings, which structurally secure residents in 
a market integration/ welfare dependency binary. As shown in this research, for those 
alienated from market versions of housing and participation, such a binary tends to 
produce dependency subjectivities. In brief, this research poses the question: for 
people who find themselves alienated from market forms of housing and 
participation, should an alternative to dependency (flawed citizenship) be available?  
If the first question is answered in the affirmative, the research then opens up a 
second key question about how an adjustment to policy settings might overcome this 
binary. Could collaborative productivity on public land (the oldest and most 
widespread mode of economic development) still have relevance in the 
contemporary setting of social housing and tenant participation? If so, what sort of 
policy settings could offer residents—who are currently positioned in flawed 
citizenship or dependency—the choice of a new path into an alternative form of good 
citizenship?  
To explore a possible response to this second question, this thesis’s specific 
recommendation is for further praxiological research, aimed at formulating a new 
social-housing program within the Australian social policy context. Working as a 
volunteer while receiving unemployment benefits is currently only available as an 
option for people over fifty-five years of age and unemployed (Australian 
Government, 2016). For those who might choose it, there is potential for an over 
fifty-fives program combining social housing with approved voluntary work for the 
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dole (in such things as property maintenance, food gardening, repair and recycle, 
resource sharing etc.). Such a policy setting could see state housing authorities and 
Centrelink cooperate to authorise and support voluntary unpaid collaboration on 
public land (see Appendix M). While such a program would have to be optional to 
have any chance at producing empowered participation subjectivities, it would 
inevitably still be conceived (within a neoliberal social policy context) as a more 
‘active’ form of welfare. Despite this inevitable neoliberal framing, such a policy 
setting has the potential to begin the process of establishing more positive 
participation subjectivities related to public tenant participation. 
 
11.3 Conclusion 
This thesis reconceives the problem of public-housing resident non-participation. 
Instead of residents’ poor participation subjectivities being analysed through the lens 
of their disadvantage and dependency (or any other type of individual 
pathologisation that constructs unemployed public-housing residents as flawed 
citizens), this thesis analyses resident subjectivities in terms of their being a product 
of a broader neoliberal paradigm, in which they are positioned within a binary of 
market integration and dependency. In this way, this thesis approaches non-
participation and dependency as critical researchers are generally advised to 
approach social disturbances: not as an aberration, but as a sign of ‘deep-seated 
maladjustments in the social structure that can only be remedied through 
reconstruction of basic societal premises’ (Coser as cited in Harvey, 1990, p.13). 
In relation to the thesis’s first aim of understanding resident participation 
subjectivities related to conventional tenant participation processes, the study’s first 
finding is that a neoliberal construction of participation and related tenant-
participation programs, is experienced as alienating for many of the public-housing 
residents interviewed (see Chapter 7). 
The thesis’s second aim is a praxiological attempt to explore alternative resident 
subjectivities through an alternative technology in the form of the ‘Village’ 
participation process. While the thesis’s second finding shows a noteworthy positive 
shift in resident subjectivities in relation to Village, (see Chapter 9), the interviews 
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also produced a third finding on the enduring nature of resident dependency 
subjectivities. This third finding is that when an absolute binary of market 
engagement and dependency has been so conclusively established, dependency is the 
only real currency left to those alienated by the market. This finding opens up 
questions about the ethical and practical viability of a market integration/welfare 
dependency binary, and the dependency subjectivities such a binary inevitably 
produces. It also opens up the question of how to overcome such a binary through 
appropriate policy settings that could provide those who are alienated by market 
forms of housing and participation a new way forward. To develop and explore a 
specific example of a policy setting, this thesis recommends a further praxiological 
research project. This new policy setting would authorise and validate public tenure 
in relationship to unpaid participation. As can be seen in Appendix M, the basic 
elements for such a policy setting are already available, and could be combined into 
one cohesive housing and participation pathway for those who choose it.  
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APPENDIX A:  
RESEARCH INFORMATION LETTER (FOR HOPE STREET RESIDENTS) 
Human Research Ethics Committee 
Office of Research Services 
 
Dear Hope Street Resident, 
You are invited to participate in a study conducted by Alex Baumann - a PhD 
research student at the University of Western Sydney (UWS). 
Project Title:  
Making our Neighbourhood Work: Exploring resident perspectives in social 
housing. 
What is the study about? 
This interview is exploring what sort of local activities or issues are of interest to you 
and other Hope St residents. It also explores how you may feel about the approaches 
commonly being used to try and address these activities or issues. 
What does the study involve? 
Alex Baumann, who is himself a social housing resident at Hope Street, will carry 
out the interview. It can take place at your home or at the local Neighbourhood 
centre at 33 Hope Street. In the interview Alex Baumann will ask you four key 
questions about your experiences and opinions regarding local issues and activities. 
It will be voice recorded. 
This study is confidential in that your name (and any other identifying 
characteristics) will in no way be associated with any response you may provide. 
More than this, your name, address and other direct forms of identification will be 
kept confidential and excluded entirely from all forms of the study’s reporting. 
How much time will the interview take? 
The interviews will take between, 20 and 40 minutes depending on your level of 
interest in the research and the degree of response you provide. 
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Who is carrying out the study?  
Alex Baumann (who is a resident here in Hope Street) is a PhD Student in the School 
of Social Science at the University of Western Sydney (UWS). He is carrying out 
this study under the supervision of Dr. Rae Dufty and Assoc. Prof. Michael Darcy 
who are also from UWS. 
Will the study benefit me? 
Your involvement with this study will help you voice your ideas about issues and 
activities that could improve life in Hope St. It will also explore your feelings about 
the sorts of methods that are currently available to achieve these things. While your 
feedback is entirely confidential it will help build up a picture of what Hope St 
residents are concerned about and might like to see happen here. 
Will the study involve any discomfort for me? 
As stated, your name (and any other identifying characteristics) will in no way be 
associated with any response you may provide. Given this, and given the largely 
impersonal focus of the research (exploring experiences and opinions about things 
that could happen in the Hope St neighbourhood and how this could be done) it is 
very unlikely to involve any discomfort to you. You can discontinue your 
involvement at any point if your participation becomes uncomfortable to you in any 
way. 
How is this study being paid for? 
The research receives funding from the University of Western Sydney. 
Will anyone else know the results?  
Yes. While the raw interview data and the people providing that data will be strictly 
confidential, the results will be incorporated into a PhD thesis and may become the 
subject of journal articles and conference papers.  
How will the results be disseminated? 
The findings of the research will be reported (with no names or identifying details 
associated) in a PhD thesis that will be made available to you and all other research 
participants. It is likely that these results will also become the subject of academic 
journal articles and conference papers. 
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Can I withdraw from the study? 
Participation is entirely voluntary and so you are not obliged to be involved in any 
way and, if you do participate, you can withdraw at any time without giving any 
reason and without any consequences.  
Can I tell other people about the study?  
Yes, you can tell other people about the study by providing them with a copy of this 
letter that describes the research and provides the researcher’s (Alex Baumann’s) 
contact details. They can contact Alex to discuss their interest and/or participation in 
the research project and obtain an information sheet if a copy has not been made 
available to them already. 
What if I require further information? 
When you have read this letter, Alex Baumann will discuss it with you further and 
answer any questions you may have. If you would like to know more at any stage, 
please feel free to contact Alex Baumann on (02) 4739 1085 or 0402 481 046 or you 
can contact his supervisor Dr Rae Dufty on (02) 4736 0872 
What if I have a complaint? 
This study has been approved by the University of Western Sydney Human Research 
Ethics Committee. The Approval number is H8956. 
If you have any complaints or reservations about the ethical conduct of this research, 
you may contact the Ethics Committee through the Office of Research Services on 
Tel 02-4736 0883 Fax 02-4736 0013 or email humanethics@uws.edu.au.  Any issues 
you raise will be treated in confidence and investigated fully, and you will be 
informed of the outcome. 
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APPENDIX B:  
RESEARCH INFORMATION LETTER (FOR THE WCH WORKER) 
Human Research Ethics Committee 
Office of Research Services 
You are invited to participate in a study conducted by Alex Baumann - a PhD 
research student at the University of Western Sydney (UWS). 
Project Title: Making our neighbourhood work: Exploring a new perspective in 
social housing. 
Who is carrying out the study?  
Alex Baumann Social Science PhD Student Supervisor: Dr. Rae Dufty and Assoc. 
Prof. Michael Darcy 
What is the study about? 
This research project is exploring neighbour connections and participation. In this 
regard it is particularly interested in the experiences and opinions of social housing 
providers in relation to participation processes.  
What does the study involve? 
Alex Baumann, who is himself a social housing resident in Hope Street, will carry 
out a one hour interview. You will be asked about your experiences and opinions 
regarding resident participation processes.   
Will the study benefit me? 
Your involvement with this study will help you and your organisation explore your 
experiences and opinions about social housing participation processes. In the second 
stage of the study (between Oct, 2011 – Aug, 2012) you will also be introduced to a 
new participation process to compare to the processes you have been using. 
Will the study involve any discomfort for me? 
The research is strictly confidential and the questions relate only to your experiences 
and opinions about community engagement so is unlikely to involve any discomfort 
to you. You can discontinue your involvement at any point. 
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How is this study being paid for? 
The research receives funding from the University of Western Sydney. 
Will anyone else know the results?  
All aspects of the study, including results, will be strictly confidential and only the 
researcher (Alex Baumann) will have access to information on participants. 
How will the results be disseminated? 
The findings of the research will be reported (with no names or personal details 
associated) in a thesis that will be made available to you and all research participants. 
Can I withdraw from the study? 
Participation is entirely voluntary; you are not obliged to be involved and, if you do 
participate, you can withdraw at any time without giving any reason and without any 
consequences. You do not need to justify your decision to be involved or not 
involved in any way to Alex Baumann. 
Can I tell other people about the study? 
Yes, you can tell other people about the study by providing them with the chief 
investigator's contact details. They can contact the chief investigator to discuss their 
participation in the research project and obtain an information sheet. 
What if I require further information? 
When you have read this information, Alex Baumann will discuss it with you further 
and answer any questions you may have. If you would like to know more at any 
stage, please feel free to contact Alex Baumann on 0402 481 046 or (02) 4739, 1085 
or contact his supervisor Dr Rae Dufty-Jones on (02)4736 0872 
What if I have a complaint? 
This study has been approved by the University of Western Sydney Human Research 
Ethics Committee. The Approval number is H8956. 
If you have any complaints or reservations about the ethical conduct of this research, 
you may contact the Ethics Committee through the Office of Research Services on 
Tel 02-4736 0883 Fax 02-4736 0013 or email humanethics@uws.edu.au.  
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Any issues you raise will be treated in confidence and investigated fully, and you 
will be informed of the outcome. If you agree to participate in this study, you may be 
asked to sign the Participant Consent Form. 
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APPENDIX C:  
PARTICIPANT CONSENT FORM 
Human Research Ethics Committee 
Office of Research Services 
Project Title:  Making our neighbourhood work: Exploring a new perspective in 
social housing. 
I,…………………......................……………..…, consent to participate in the 
research project titled 'Making our neighbourhood work: Exploring a new approach 
in social housing'.  
 
I acknowledge that: I have read the participant information sheet or, where 
appropriate, ‘have had read to me’ and have been given the opportunity to discuss the 
information and my involvement in the project with the researcher/s. 
 
The procedures required for the project and the time involved have been explained to 
me, and any questions I have about the project have been answered to my 
satisfaction. 
 
I understand that my responses to the questions will be recorded and transcribed and 
that my involvement is confidential and that the information gained during the study 
may be published but no information about me will be used in any way that reveals 
my identity. 
 
I understand that I can withdraw from the study at any time, without affecting my 
relationship with the researcher/s now or in the future. 
 
Signed: 
Name: 
Date: 
Return Address: 
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APPENDIX D:  
DEVELOPING THE FIRST-ROUND RESIDENT INTERVIEW QUESTIONS  
1. Are there any specific issue/s or idea/s, related to your local Hope Street 
community, that you are interested in?  
This question is an attempt to frame the interview process by going to the heart of 
what is most obviously important and relevant to the resident participant being 
interviewed. Here I attempt to engage the residents with the research by showing that 
it is indeed relevant to them if they have issues and ideas – which I know firsthand 
that many of them do. 
This is important as many residents have already excluded themselves from the 
construction of Tenant Participation as framed by housing authorities and 
government. 
This research is attempting to meet tenants where they are at (entirely stepping 
outside the tenant-participation context). Tenant participation can then be reviewed 
by them as to whether it serves their participation needs or whether it does not.  
Beyond this engagement aim this question is also designed to draw data that relates 
to the first of the three core questions:   
2. How do tenants participate? It does this by exploring their motivations as a 
starting point. (other two after question 3) 
 
3. To try and turn ideas (such as the ones you have just described to me) into 
reality, what type of approaches or processes do you think people tend to use? 
Here I invite the resident to explore the tools they see as available for getting their 
ideas heard, realised, actioned.  
It is here that Tenant Participation as well as less formal processes can be recognised 
and named, but only within the context of something that is supposed to help them 
get their ideas heard and actioned. Having voiced their interests in Q1 this second 
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question is about them and their voice— not about the housing authorities agenda or 
Tenant Participation processes as an end in themselves (as the only way to do things) 
Aim: By asking the resident to describe the process as it presently exists, I am 
beginning to explore that part of the aim that asks: What are the participatory 
performances/experiences of residents prior to Village? 
As stated above, this is being done with their interests (and the ability of these 
processes to further their interests) as the key bench mark – as distinct from the 
agenda of authorities or the Tenant Participation design (committees and forums) 
they propose. 
4. If you wanted to get something happening, can you tell me something about 
whether the sort of processes you just discussed would encourage you to go 
ahead? 
Aim: This question represents the next stage of the aim. - it asks: What are the 
participatory performances/experiences of residents prior to Village? 
This question is also designed to draw data that relates to the second and third of the 
three core questions: 
 How they 'feel' and what do they 'think' about their participation? 
 Are these participatory subjectivities sustainable? 
It begins by being non-personal so the participant is invited to provide an opinion 
without having to say that they have directly experienced this – the aim of the 
research is to explore  the perceptions as much as the lived experiences. 
5. Do you think there is any need to find better processes than the ones you have 
seen or used to make people more willing to share their ideas or get involved? 
What do you think such improvements might need to focus on? 
This question is inviting respondents into the activity of exploring a solution to a 
problem that the resident may have identified above. Even if the resident had not 
named any concern with the processes/approaches available to them this question 
may inspire a reflection on the process, or at least the idea that they have (or could 
have) a say in it. 
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While a handful of tenants have been involved with the development of Village so 
far, this tries to extend that process - Data is invited that supports or conflicts with 
the ideas that have informed the development of Village. 
 
Questions for the Wentworth Community Housing Worker 
1. What level of commitment to hearing from residents do you think WCH has 
on issues or ideas related to their housing or communities? 
2. Does WCH seek to engage with residents on any specific issues or ideas? 
All issues about processes aside, these first two questions are attempting to frame the 
interview process by going to the heart of WCH’s commitment to hearing residents.   
3. To attempt to hear from or communicate to residents, what type of 
engagement processes does WCH tend to use? 
Here I invite the WCH worker to explore the tools they see as available for getting 
residents ideas heard, realised and/or actioned. It is here that tenant participation as 
well as less formal processes can be recognised and named, but only within the 
context of something that is supposed to help residents get their ideas heard and 
actioned. Having voiced their level of commitment to hearing residents voices and 
communicating effectively in Q1 and Q2 this third question is about how that is 
practically actioned – not about housing authorities agenda or tenant participation 
processes as an end in itself (the only way to do things) 
As stated above, this questioning is being undertaken with residents' interests (and 
the ability of these processes to further their interests) as the key bench mark – not 
the agenda of authorities or the tenant participation design (committees and forums) 
they propose. 
 
4. Can you tell me something about what has particularly worked with these 
engagement processes? 
5. Can you tell me something about any difficulties or challenges in regard to 
these engagement processes?  
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6. Do you think there is any need to find better engagement processes than the 
ones you have seen or used to make people more willing to share their ideas 
or get involved? What do you think such improvements might need to focus 
on? 
These questions are inviting the WCH worker into the activity of exploring a solution 
to a problem that they may not have identified. Even if the worker had not named 
any concern with the processes/approaches available to them these last three 
questions may inspire a reflection on the processes available. Data is invited that 
corresponds with or conflicts with the ideas that have informed the development of 
Village. 
 
 
  
274 
 
APPENDIX E:  
 INTERVIEW QUESTIONS (ROUND ONE) 
 This interview is exploring what sort of local activities and issues are of 
interest to you and other Hope St residents. It also explores how you may feel 
about the approaches commonly being used to try and address these ideas. 
 Please do your best to provide your honest and candid feedback. All feedback 
is entirely confidential. There are no right or wrong answers, just ideas and 
opinions. You can skip any question or end the interview whenever you like. 
 It is estimated that the interview will take between, 20 and 40 minutes. Alex 
Baumann will contact you to ask about your interest in participation and 
organise a meeting time. 
 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Are there any specific issue/s or idea/s, related to your local Hope Street community, 
that you are interested in?  
1. To try and turn ideas (such as the ones you have just described to me) into 
reality, what type of approaches or processes do you think people tend to use? 
2. If you wanted to get something happening, can you tell me something about 
whether the sort of processes you just discussed would encourage you to go 
ahead? 
3. Do you think there is any need to find better processes than the ones you have 
seen or used? 
…to make people more willing to share their ideas or get involved?  
            ….What do you think such improvements might need to focus on? 
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APPENDIX F:  
RESIDENTS’ INTERVIEW QUESTIONS (ROUND TWO) 
1. In the Hope Street complex, have you noticed any new things happening or 
any positive or negative changes since our first interview?   
 
2. Have you seen or heard anything about Village?   
(an online space being used here among residents) 
a) In our previous interview, you mentioned your interest in (e.g.: a BBQ space for 
residents) Have you experienced any change to the sort of processes available to you to get 
something like this happening in Hope Street?  
b) Have you noticed the activities on the notice boards, the improvements to the 
pathway, the food garden, the new orange tree or anything that has come out of resident’s 
involvement in Village? Any idea why these things have been happening? 
3. Can you say something about your basic impression of Village?  
 
4. In your opinion where has Village succeeded and where has it failed? 
 
5. How would you describe your experience (use of) of Village?  
a) If you have heard of Village, but haven't visited it, can you say something about why not?   
b) Would you care to say something about how Village compares to processes like 
meetings? 
 
6. Do you think you will continue to use Village?  Why?   Why not? 
a) If you wanted to find out more about what’s happening locally or share an idea, 
can you tell me if you would find Village useful. 
 
b) Are there any ways that you think Village may be improved to increase its 
relevance to you? 
276 
 
APPENDIX G:  
WCH INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
 The purpose of this interview is to explore Wentworth Community Housing’s 
(WCH) commitment to hearing from residents as well as the sort of issues or 
ideas WCH may like to communicate to residents. It also explores how you 
feel about the processes commonly being used to try and achieve this. 
 Please do your best to provide your honest and candid feedback. All feedback 
is entirely confidential. You may skip any question or end the interview 
whenever you like. 
 It is estimated that the interview will take between, 20 and 40 minutes. 
  
-------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
1. What level of commitment to ‘hearing from residents’ do you think WCH 
has?   …on issues or ideas related to their housing or communities? 
2. Does WCH seek to ‘engage with residents’ on any specific issues or ideas? 
3. To attempt to hear from or communicate to residents, what type of 
‘engagement’ processes does WCH tend to use? 
4. Can you tell me something about what has particularly worked with these 
engagement processes? 
5. Can you tell me something about any difficulties or challenges in regard to 
these engagement processes?  
6. Do you think there is any need to find better engagement processes than the 
ones you have seen or used? 
a) …to make people more willing to share their ideas or get involved?  
b) ….What do you think such improvements might need to focus on? 
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APPENDIX H:  
THEMATIC RESEARCH STEPS 
Figure H1-Data analysis flow chart 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source:  Adapted from Graneheim and Lundman framework (2004) 
 
Step 1: Prepare data transcript – ‘initial read for meaning’ 
I imported all my data into Windows Movie Maker. This gave me a ‘data audio line’. As suggested in 
this step, I began this process with just listening to the interviews for meaning. 
 
 
 Step 2: Identify & Record ‘Meaning Units’ 
The data audio line in Windows Movie Maker allowed me to mark and write-up meaning units (a 
sequence of data that expresses a single coherent thought or idea) at precise locations (both 
beginning and end of meaning unit) along the audio line.  
 
Step 3: Group patterned meaning units 
I grouped meaning units in a word file under theme headings – copy and pasting the meaning units 
out of windows movie maker. 
 
 
 
Step 4: Generate ‘Theme statements’ 
To demonstrate the ways in which I saw these meaning units all fitting together I wrote a paragraph to 
represent each of these themes. 
 
Step 5: Write out a Summary of the themes – entwining those themes with 
broader structural analysis of phenomena under investigation 
To develop themes further and relate them back to the broader structural analysis I wrote a summary 
of the themes beginning to incorporate the actual data into the description of those themes. From 
here the writing of the data analysis chapter came into view. 
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Step 1: Prepare data and transcript and an initial read for meaning 
In this first step the data is supposed to be transcribed and a master copy is to be 
preserved separately, so that it is not worked on or altered. The particular method I 
used here was to import the full audio interview recordings into Windows Movie 
Maker where it was then visually depicted as a single line of audio. The master copy 
is the original voice recording.  
At this stage it is recommended that the entire master transcript is read for meaning 
and sense. It is recommended that researchers read again and again until confident of 
overall meaning of the text. This as the ‘vertical’ (or chronological) reading of the 
data (Harvey, 1990). To achieve this, I listened to the interview data three times. 
Firstly, to just listen and familiarise myself with the data, secondly to take some 
basic notes and thirdly to record the ‘meaning units’ outlined in the next step.  
 
Step 2: Identify Meaning Units 
The task now was to divide the original text into ‘meaning units’ or ‘single thought 
units’. A meaning unit can be defined as a string of the text that expresses a single 
coherent thought or idea, up to the point that the subject of the thought changes 
(Graneheim and Lundman, 2004). The material was systematically read through in 
order to identify the meaning units. Of course not all meaning units are relevant to 
the line of inquiry, however, in recognition that significance can be found in unlikely 
places, these meaning units were largely blocked (grouped) without exception. To 
record these meaning units, I listened to the interviews and added notes and quotes 
identifying meaning units directly under the visual audio line (see Figure below). 
Microsoft Movie Maker’s interface that visually depicts the audio line and allows the 
user to make extensive notes at any point (and for any length) along the audio line 
was very helpful here. Other than the cost saving of this exercise it also allowed me 
to keep the tone and particular nuances of language directly associated with the 
meaning unit. 
Once this has been done each ‘meaning unit’ is coded for later identification and 
organisation. Each meaning unit is then to be reviewed to ensure it is a change of 
subject from the previous meaning unit 
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Figure H2: Windows Movie Maker interface/Identifying Meaning Units along an audio line 
 
Step 3: Group patterned meaning units 
In this step I identified recurring meaning units and they were grouped together.  
Individual meaning units from the residents' stories were pieced together to form a 
broad picture or theme (Harvey, 1990). I did this by copying the quotes and notes on 
the audio line from the Windows Movie Maker application and filing them in 
meaning unit groups in a word file. Here it is recommended that the researcher also 
returns to the original interviews and makes sure the meaning units are not being 
distorted and taken out of context. I did this by listening to the meaning unit in 
context again as I grouped each meaning unit in the word file. 
 
Step 4: Generate ‘Theme statements’ 
For each group of meaning units, this process then recommends that the researcher 
develop a word or brief phrase that represents or illustrates the meaning shared. 
These words/phrases then become the basic themes. I was able to do this in the word 
file above the grouped meaning units.88  
 
 
 
                                                 
88 Once these themes have been finally identified it is important to check the work again against the master 
transcript with themes in mind to ensure accuracy.  
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Step 5: Write out a Summary of the Themes 
Now that the theme groupings were well established the process suggested that I 
should write a brief narrative which summarises the main issues being investigated. 
As per the recommendations in this process, I wrote an introductory sentence or brief 
paragraph to provide context to the theme statements. I wrote one or two declarative 
sentences to describe each theme. The next step was to build a valid argument for 
choosing the themes. This is done by drawing on both the related literature and the 
critical account of core concepts that has been developed in the thesis (see chapters 
2-4). This process of bringing the data themes back to the broader structural and 
ideological account provided a way of re-examining the data – a process where 
themes are reconstructed, the data reorganised into new piles and re-read horizontally 
until I have been able to identify the underlying relationships that inform the 
observed social phenomena (Harvey, 1990)  
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APPENDIX I:  
AWARENESS ABOUT CONVENTIONAL PARTICIPATION PROCESSES 
 
Theme I/1: Resident Awareness of Tenant Participation Processes 
 
… meetings arranged by the landlord on an issue they want to promote.  
                                                   (‘Richard’, Interview 5,  Male, 2011, 60-65yrs,  Data: Q2) 
 
 
…do a proper submission, do it the right way and forward that there and get each of the 
twelve [residents in one of the complexes] to sign the letter to let’em know that we have 
actually had the meeting.  
                                               (‘Harold’, Interview, 11,  Male, 2011,  70-75yrs, Data: 29.20)                                        
 
 
 
Data on this theme used in the thesis 
 
I mean if you look at the Blue Mountains it's so diverse in terms of client groups and 
locations so then would you need to have network meetings in each of the locations up the 
mountains. So that's the sort of stuff about trying to work through some formal processes that 
are meaningful that aren't just ...that a variety of voices are being heard. 
                                                              (‘Anne’ WCH, Female, 2011,  45-50yrs, Data: 31.10) 
 
 
…a residents’ committee for maintenance etc. …legal status for a resident group.  
                                         (‘Ingrid’, Interview 8,  Female, 2011,  55-60yrs, Data: 33.25,  6.31) 
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… joining a formal tenant participation group to voice your issue or activity.                             
                                                       (‘Richard’, Interview 5,  Male, 2011, 60-65yrs,  Data: Q2) 
 
 
When you form a group and put a detailed proposal together and someone costs it and then 
you’ve got a chance of getting five to ten thousand so I can't see any other ways to do it.  
                                            (‘Harold’, Interview, 11,  Male, 2011,  70-75yrs, Data:14.20) 
 
 
…getting a representative panel of tenants coming together. So it might be two people from 
the mountains, two from the Hawkesbury, two from Penrith and rotate the meeting around 
the various locations so people could just drop in at those forums talk to other tenants who 
might represent them about bringing forward some particular issues.                                                                      
                                                              (‘Anne’ WCH, Female, 2011,  45-50yrs, Data: 30.05) 
 
 
Theme I/2: Residents Opting Out 
 
I think that being in the public eye that a lot of people like myself shy away for one reason or 
another.  
                                             (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14,  Female, 2011, 60-65yrs,  Data: 36.22) 
 
I'd back away from looking for community support for a path...a lot of things cause me 
anxiety and panic attacks. One of the things is fear of public speaking and talking to people. I 
don't know what fear is behind it, possibly some fear of rejection. 
                                                (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14,  Female, 2012, 60-65yrs,   Data: 9.25) 
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I have been going to go [to resident meetings] but ah, you know, I just never did. 
                                          (‘Margarite’ Interview, 12,  Female, 2011,  60-65yrs, Data: 20.31) 
 
 
 
 
Theme I/2a: Residents Feeling of Domination, Intimidation and Not Being 
Heard  
 
The way they went about it caused a lot of people in the room to stress. You could see the 
physical responses, the body language of distress, and then probably a third of them then 
voiced that.  
                                           (‘Peter’, Interview, 10,  Male, 2011,  45-50yrs, Data: 05.25,  5.40) 
 
 
Some people can be very strong in the way they can give an opinion but someone like me if 
someone starts to speak over me I just back straight off.  
                                                (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14,  Female, 60-65yrs, 211,  Data: 38.56) 
 
 
I really think that in a situation where everybody’s talking and everyone’s having a say that 
some of the issues are ...it's easy for them to be overlooked, cause that actually happened to 
me with Wentworth housing (WCH).  
                                                 (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14,  Female, 60-65yrs, 211,  Data: 26.27) 
 
 
…and once again you walk out thinking you know it's exactly what I've always thought that I 
don't have a voice, that I'm not entitled to have a say. People don't want to hear me. 
                                             (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14,  Female, 60-65yrs, 211,  Data: 2-19.27) 
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Definitely being in a group situation is much more challenging for me.  
                                             (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14,  Female, 60-65yrs, 211,  Data: 16.15) 
 
 
My fear of making a mistake is constant …balk at giving answers, opinions.  
                                          (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14,  Female, 60-65yrs, 211,  Data: 14.38) 
 
I'm generally a bit shy about putting my hand up and actually speaking up about things. 
                                             (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14,  Female, 2012, 60-65yrs,   Data: 2-15.43) 
 
...it's such a difficult process to sit in a group and try and get everything covered without 
everyone being so opinionated ...or not everyone because you have the quiet ones. 
                                              (‘Suzi’, Interview, 1,  Female, 2011, 35-40yrs,  Data: 16.52) 
 
 
…we had this meeting for an hour and a half and walked away and we didn't really move, we 
didn't get anywhere because there were that number of people that dominated and they all 
spoke about the same thing ...and there was a couple of other people who don't know how to 
speak up in a group and I was one of them and so didn't say anything. Because when you 
have people that are domineering and have so much to say and then there's a quieter person 
like myself my ideas or comments or opinions aren't valid enough because I'm not strong 
enough to speak up or something. So then it's not a shared environment. So we actually 
haven’t had another meeting since that and I think a few people were upset with the way that 
it went because of the energy of some people and how it ended up.  
                                             (‘Suzi’, Interview, 1,  Female, 2011, 35-40yrs,  Data: 11.48) 
 
 
It's not just around here [Hope Street] like I even help at my sons school and there's issues 
that come up like I was on the P&C for years and you have that couple of domineering 
parents and you don't have any time to voice what you believe because you’re scared you’re 
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going to get crushed by them or they're not going to listen to you because they'll so quickly 
come up with an answer because they're so opinionated and it either crushed your idea or 
your question that you haven't even asked and it’s just like it's crazy… 
                                                (‘Suzi’, Interview, 1,  Female, 2011, 35-40yrs,  Data: 15.35) 
 
…those old bags from over there dominated the whole frick’n thing …bitching about: "oh I 
don't have the light at the side of my house and I could fall and break my hip" and it was just 
a reason for them to whinge about little things that are a maintenance issue …not like a 
complex...and they dominated the whole thing and I thought: "why am I sitting here 
listening!" …. they were like rah, rah, rah and no one else got a word in. 
                                         (‘Rachel’, Interview, 13,  Female, 30-35yrs, 2011,  Data: 35.25) 
 
I remember that meeting we had when we were talking about putting in the solar panels and 
that it seemed like everyone was just talking at once and they were just ignoring what we 
were saying.   
                                         (‘Rebecca’, Interview 9,  Female, 2012,  30-35yrs, Data: 2-9.15) 
 
 
 
Data on this theme used in the thesis 
 
It is competitive …and for those who are strong and opinionated um they tend to make sure 
they are heard and so you know for those who are not that way you tend just really keep 
stepping back  …take another step back each time.  
                                            (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14,  Female, 2012, 60-65yrs,   Data: 2-19.53) 
 
I want to try and be stronger but when you have those, you know, two or three people in the 
group that speak up and are so opinionated they just crush you.    
                                                   (‘Suzi’, Interview, 1,  Female, 2011, 35-40yrs,  Data: 14.35) 
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…they [WCH] were pushing through this agenda without consultation [in a meeting], they 
were pushing through this agenda with absolute disregard for anything the tenants said. If a 
tenant raised a question they pretty much just you know um …fobbed’em off and went next. 
Never really answered any of the questions. 
                                                  (‘Peter’, Resident, 10,  Male, 2011,  40-45yrs, Data: 00.30) 
 
I want to try and be stronger but when you have those, you know, two or three people in the 
group that speak up and are so opinionated they just crush you.  
                                     (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14,  Female, 2011, 60-65yrs,  Data: 14.35, 19.53) 
 
I left as soon as ... I went and signed my thing and I went: ‘I'm out of here’, because it just 
didn't seem like they were there to welcome us into a fold or anything. They just needed 
signatures and I thought I'm not about to start voicing concerns about anything cause these 
people are people in suits who probably we'll never see again and we've never seen them 
again. 
                                               (‘Rachel’ Interview, 12,  Female, 2011,  30-35yrs, Data: 49.28) 
 
…people are too timid to have a say. People couldn’t have their say in meetings …too 
intimidating.  
                                                   (‘Lois’ Interview, 15,  Female, 2011,  60-65yrs, Data: 44.10) 
 
 
 
Theme I/3: Over Complication (formal and specialised) of Processes 
 
…people here [residents in the complex] don't really have the skills and the confidence to do 
that [be involved in a residents committee].  
                                               (‘Lois’, Interview, 15,  Female, 2011, 60-65yrs,  Data: notes) 
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No I wouldn’t be encouraged, because I haven’t found them [tenant participation processes] 
productive, but I have found them burdensome. I would have to be very desperate to try 
again with any of them. 
                                                      (‘Richard’, Interview 5,  Male, 2011, 60-65yrs,  Data:Q3) 
 
…all the paper work and bullshit you've got to go through if you want to go through ‘the 
right process!’   
                                                       (‘Doug’, Interview 3,  Male, 2011,  45-50yrs, Data: 21.55) 
 
…all those methods would take over two years to get anything done!  
                                                      (‘Doug’, Interview 3,  Male, 2011,  45-50yrs, Data: 29.50) 
 
Not many people would want to take on the whole organisational business  
                                                   (‘Richard’, Interview 5,  Male, 2011, 60-65yrs,  Data: 50.58) 
 
…very complicated skills are needed and dedication and you can easily get into trouble or 
cause trouble between neighbours.  
                                                   (‘Richard’, Interview 5,  Male, 2011, 60-65yrs,  Data: Q3) 
 
... it's such a difficult process to sit in a group and try and get everything covered without 
everyone being so opinionated ...or not everyone because you have the quiet ones.  
                                                   (‘Suzie’, Interview, 1,  Female, 2011,  35-40yrs, Data: 16.52) 
 
…so then you feel like you’re so stuck because you want it [the development of an idea] to 
happen for everyone but if everyone’s not working together and giving each other space and 
you’re not sharing ideas to help it to move along or even set up …how can you be part of a 
group when it’s so like that? I don't want to give up. I want to have a go of it …but I don't 
want to do it by myself either.  
                                             (‘Suzie’, Interview, 1,  Female, 2011,  35-40yrs, Data: 14.38) 
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…trying to engage a neighbour on something they turn out to be not interested in at all, or 
getting some interest but being left to make all the running, getting sucked in by people with 
agendas, feeling embarrassed if someone comes to me about something I don’t care about. 
                                                (‘Richard’, Interview 5,  Male, 2011, 60-65yrs,  Data: Q3) 
 
…very hit & miss [approaching neighbours], very intrusive, very complicated unless you are 
prepared to get pretty involved with them.  
                                            (‘Richard’, Interview 5,  Male, 2011, 60-65yrs,  Data:  Q1) 
 
Doing something like that [approaching a neighbour about a local issue] makes you feel like 
an evangelist & leaves you carrying the can too. 
                                            (‘Richard’, Interview 5,  Male, 2011, 60-65yrs,  Data: Q3) 
 
[felt that community initiatives] …only worked with an assigned leader and that they 
shouldn’t be a tenant because it becomes a bitch fight and power struggle.  
                                                   (‘Peter’, Interview, 10,  Male, 2011,  45-50yrs, Data:  46.05) 
 
That's the thing …you don't know exactly what people are interested in doing. [And] 
… people won’t go face-to-face because people react.  
                                        (‘Ingrid’, Interview 8,  Female, 2011,  55-60yrs, Data: 11.25, 20.00) 
 
People tend to use word of mouth as the biggest thing and with peoples' everyday lives it 
doesn't always get off the ground because you know their ideas and you can get quite excited 
and talk about it but trying to get them off the ground can be a long, very long and difficult 
process.  
                                                  (‘Suzie’, Interview, 1,  Female, 2012,  35-40yrs, Data:  01.54) 
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Data on this theme used in the thesis 
 
Holding a public meeting, or getting a lobby group together, it is very complicated and needs 
real time and leadership skills. 
                                              (‘Richard’, Interview 5,  Male, 2011, 60-65yrs,  Data: Data: Q2) 
 
I'd love to do something like this, [local social activities, food gardens] but leading it? I'd feel 
like ... I don't know it’s such a huge task and I’d be concerned that I'd be leaving too many 
things out and wouldn't have all the bases covered.  
                                               (‘Suzie’, Interview, 1,  Female, 2011,  35-40yrs, Data: 04.28) 
 
…there was nothing, or nowhere where we could come back to each week, no solid meeting 
place or anything for us to go: “OK how we going to meet? Where are we going to meet? 
What's the next step?” 
We don't have a solid meeting place or a time that seems to work for everyone …so I don't 
know it makes it quite difficult. 
                                              (‘Suzie’, Interview, 1,  Female, 2011,  35-40yrs, Data: 07.57) 
 
[Richard listed a number of ‘very hard’ issues including]: …the problem of finding time for 
meetings, managing different agendas and opinions, sharing the space in a group so all 
people get a chance to share their views, sharing the various responsibilities so no one has to 
do everything and power is shared, and getting the attention of authorities.  
                                                      (‘Richard’, Interview 5,  Male, 2011, 60-65yrs,  Data: Q3) 
 
Some people might want to join a board but very few people want that they just want 
something that's happening for them in their local community.  
                                                              (‘Anne’ WCH, Female, 2011,  45-50yrs, Data: 46.55) 
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…ways to be involved at whatever level I want …and to comfortably dip in and out of 
involvement.  
                                                   (‘Richard’, Interview 5,  Male, 2011, 60-65yrs,  Data: Q3) 
 
 
 
Theme I/4: Inefficient, Boring and Time Wasting 
 
They [housing authorities] sit there with us for one or two hours and nothing ever follows.  
                                        (‘Helen’, Interview 6,  Female, 2011,  55-60yrs, Data:8.02) 
 
I come but I don't enjoy it. I come because I think it's my duty as a tenant and I would take 
part whenever I can but I have no high expectations.  History of being here or anywhere else 
on meetings is always the same. They're ineffective.   
                                                   (‘Helen’, Interview 6,  Female, 2011,  55-60yrs, Data:17.25) 
 
We had some people from Wentworth Area Housing and we sat down there in the sun and 
tried to talk about different things that we could do here as a group. But there were maybe 
three of the people that attended the meeting would dominate, would often dominate the 
space and started using it to vent their own stuff that's going on for them so it was taking it 
off the track ...and then there were other people that would point out issues that they saw that 
was wrong with it and they were bringing their stuff into it. …We didn’t even really talk 
about the garden. We were talking about so much other stuff that it just [got] a bit annoying 
really and to have meeting like that all the time you just think well we're just not going to get 
anywhere and maybe other people felt like that as well.   
                                                (‘Suzie’, Interview, 1,  Female, 2012,  35-40yrs, Data:10.57) 
 
It’s so hard to get things off the ground when everyone sits at home and has all of their own 
stuff within themselves and then you finally come together and it’s just chaos. 
                                            (‘Suzie’, Interview, 1,  Female, 2012,  35-40yrs, Data:13.35) 
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I don't know how exactly you make it work without sitting in these long, drawn out 
processes that if you end up finally meeting and then getting peed off at the end of each one 
then you just want to go “stuff it. I'm not going to do it” …but you want to inside.  
                                                   (‘Suzie’, Interview, 1,  Female, 2012,  35-40yrs, Data: 15.38) 
 
... very lost in the wind … don't think anyone took any notes.  
                                      (‘Rebecca’, Interview 9,  Female, 2012,  30-35yrs, Data: 2-10.45) 
 
I've notice with Community Housing [WCH] they tend to lose paper work. 
                                        (‘Rebecca’, Interview 9,  Female, 2012,  30-35yrs, Data: 2-11.43) 
 
If you think something good is going to come of it [tenant participation meetings] you're 
willing to give up your time but that's why I stopped going when there would be about six of 
us and it was the old ladies over there whinging about where there should be lights and 
things. 
                                              (‘Rachel’, Interview, 13,  Female, 30-35yrs, 2011,  Data: 43.50) 
 
 
 
Data on this theme used in the thesis 
 
 
…I certainly don't want to go to a meeting and hear …you know if I'm not one of the three 
people who's got the tripping hazard on the path [one of the issues some residents were 
concerned about] well I really don't want to hear about the path you know for half of the 
meeting. I wish those people who do have those particular issues …I wish them luck but I 
don't want to go to a meeting and hear about it 
                                                      (‘Richard’, Interview 5,  Male, 2011, 60-65yrs,  Data: Q2) 
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[The Client Service Officer (CSO)] …used to come and have meetings, about five of us 
would turn up. We just didn't get anywhere but he [the CSO] persisted with that, those 
meeting for about three months. But in the finish he just gave it up. 
                                           (‘Harold’, Interview, 11,  Male, 2011,  70-75yrs, Data:11.30) 
 
They [meetings] bore me. You've got a room full of people and they’re all saying this, that 
and the other and after three hours nothing has been solved.  
                                                (‘Doug’, Interview 3,  Male, 2011,  45-50yrs, Data: 21.46) 
 
I’m past seeing meetings as a social event. They are boring and time wasting and even if I 
think I would like to discuss the issue, the idea of a meeting puts me right off. 
                                                        (‘Richard’, Interview 5,  Male, 2011, 60-65yrs,  Data: Q3) 
 
I find them [meetings] honestly useless, nothing follows.  
                                        (‘Helen’, Interview 6,  Female, 2011,  55-60yrs, Data: 07.40) 
 
I don't like going to meeting for blah, blah, blah  
                                                 (‘Helen’, Interview 6,  Female, 2011,  55-60yrs, Data: 16.28) 
 
We could decide to have a meeting this weekend say on Saturday at, 1pm …okay Saturday, 
1pm …ten people are coming. By Saturday, 1pm half of the complexes lives have gone in all 
different directions and you might end up with three people for whatever reason …or reasons 
that pop up. 
                                           (‘Suzie’, Interview, 1,  Female, 2012,  35-40yrs, Data: 2-32.46) 
 
We had a meeting and talked with the people who look after our complex to, I don't know, 
try and get a garden happening and ...it's just a long process I guess ...I don't know it just sort 
of fell apart I guess. The person from Wentworth Area Housing she got moved on to 
somewhere else and then the new person didn't come along. 
                                               (‘Suzie’, Interview, 1,  Female, 2011,  35-40yrs, Data: 07.57) 
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Theme I/5: Time Pressures 
 
...we try and organise another meeting and it just makes it really, really hard you know 
because one person can't come or someone else doesn’t have any ideas or everyone has the 
same ideas and to try and sit down and forever talk about the processes that we need to put in 
place to make it happen, they just don't come together. Peoples' lives just keep taking over.   
                                                   (‘Suzie’, Interview, 1,  Female, 2011,  35-40yrs, Data: 7.57) 
 
They don't even bother asking you [meeting times] those other times they just say it's on here 
and then and that's it.  
                                                   (‘Jill’, Interview 4,  Female, 2011,  55-60yrs, Data: 2-10.40) 
 
They [housing authorities running the meeting] didn't give you enough time and they didn't 
give you enough opportunity. Like if you couldn't come to that one could you come to 
another one?  
                                                (‘Betty’, Interview, 2,  Female, 2011,  55-60yrs, Data: 2-00.17) 
 
They [meetings and formal participation processes] can happen but motivation is an issue 
and managing them is a complex task.  
                                                 (‘Harold’, Interview, 11,  Male, 2011,  70-75yrs, Data: 31.50) 
 
What if you’re working, or if you're studying.  
                                              (‘Rachel’, Interview, 13,  Female, 30-35yrs, 2011,  Data:  43.47) 
 
I have no time for it [tenants meetings] I'm writing my book.  
                                                    (‘Helen’, Interview 6,  Female, 2011,  55-60yrs, Data:15.20) 
 
Because I was at work I missed out [on local resident meetings]. I worked five days a week.  
                                           (‘Margarite’ Interview, 12,  Female, 2011,  60-65yrs, Data: 54.30) 
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I work and just don't have the time for meetings.  
                                                 (‘Lois’, Interview, 15,  Female, 2011, 60-65yrs,  Data: notes) 
 
It’s very hard! because sometimes some of the others [residents] will say shall we try and get 
together and have a meeting and they'll throw a few days or times at me and I'm often busy 
with the kids ...have to run them to sport, or they want to go to their friends or I have to take 
them to the doctor, there's always something that comes up and I either have to miss the 
meeting or try and change it and then that time or day won’t work with another person or 
two and it’s just endless so we see each other and want to do it. It's just finding the time 
together and a time that suits everyone is just always very difficult.  
                                                 (‘Suzie’, Interview, 1,  Female, 2011,  35-40yrs, Data: 9.44) 
 
We [residents] could decide to have a meeting this weekend say on sat at, 1pm: “Okay sat, 
1pm ten people are coming”. By sat, 1pm half of the complexes [residents] lives have gone 
in all different directions and you might end up with three people for whatever reason ...or 
reasons that pop up.  
                                             (‘Suzie’, Interview, 1,  Female, 2011,  35-40yrs, Data: 29.01) 
 
I don't like it if they’re [meetings] running to a particular time. I think if you're having an 
open meeting like that it should be there all day so people have a chance to drop in. It can 
start at a certain time but people have got stuff to do. So someone might call in in the 
afternoon cause they may have the same questions to ask. I think it should be an all-day 
thing. 
                                               (‘Betty’, Interview, 2,  Female, 2011,  55-60yrs, Data: 40.50) 
 
It's a matter of having the time [for meetings]… your personal life sort of crowds it out.  
                                                (‘Ingrid’, Interview 8,  Female, 2011,  55-60yrs, Data: 9.56) 
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Data on this theme used in the thesis 
 
 
We just missed the whole lot [tenant meetings]. Important ones that they were having and we 
just had other stuff on that was more important that we couldn't go to it.  
                                             (‘Jill’, Interview 4,  Female, 2012,  55-60yrs, Data: 2-00.22) 
 
 
…keep in mind there are some here who do work so they might not have the time to sit and 
discuss whatever is on their mind.  
                                        (‘Rebecca’, Interview 9,  Female, 2011,  30-35yrs, Data: 13.11) 
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APPENDIX J  
RESIDENT DATA ON INTERNET SUBJECTIVITIES 
 
Theme J/1: Use of the Internet 
I don't have to ring anyone or text anyone. Everyone that's involved in that group they'll get 
that message straight away and then they can respond and be part of the talking group. 
                                                (‘Suzie’, Interview, 1,  Female, 2012,  35-40yrs, Data:  32.46) 
 
I got mates that I went to school with that live all over the state. It's [Facebook] cheaper and 
easier than calling them up. Don't have to remember numbers or anything like that.  
                                                     (‘Ben’, Interview 7,  Male, 2012, 18-25yrs, Data: 2-02.59) 
 
What's the first thing I know [her son] does when anything comes up we’re talking about? 
He goes to look it up …or Google it or something. Even I do it. And I’ve got it on my mobile 
phone. People will be using it more and more, especially if they got children. Most of them 
need it for kids at school. 
                                              (‘Lois’ Interview, 15,  Female, 2012,  60-65yrs, Data: 2-22.47) 
 
…they [other residents] seem reluctant to come to meetings and I'm reluctant to walk around 
the block and talk forty-five times about the one f..k’n thing. 
                                                 (‘Harold’, Interview, 11,  Male, 2011,  70-75yrs, Data: 37.43) 
 
…you just put it on [the Internet], it all goes on there and everyone reads it. I think that's a 
good idea ...saves time and you can get it in hard copy if you want it. 
                                                 (‘Harold’, Interview, 11,  Male, 2011,  70-75yrs, Data: 45.20) 
 
I go on Facebook every day.  
                                                  (‘Ben’, Interview 7,  Male, 2012, 18-25yrs, Data: 2-02.52) 
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Data on this theme used in the thesis 
 
Doesn't need [having a say on a forum] to take you a long time or anything. I mean it can be 
longer depending on what you’re doing …but it can be as quick as five minutes. More 
people can access it [online forums].  
                                               (‘Jill’, Interview 4,  Female, 2011,  55-60yrs, Data: 20.51) 
 
They can go whenever they like …like, 24hrs a day, they can go at what time suits them, it's 
convenient, like if you’ve got something else on you can go when you're not doing 
something else. 
                                                     (‘Jill’, Interview 4,  Female, 2011,  55-60yrs, Data: 20.51) 
 
I got mates that I went to school with that live all over the state. It's [Facebook] cheaper and 
easier than calling them up. Don't have to remember numbers or anything like that.  
                                 (‘Ben’, Interview 7,  Male, 2012, 18-25yrs, Data: 2-02.52, 2-02.59) 
 
 
Use of the Internet to have a voice overcome domination 
 
…some people can be very strong in the way they can give an opinion but someone like me 
if someone starts to speak over me I just back straight away off, whereas this way [pointing 
to her computer] you can have your say without somebody yeah getting over the top of you 
in a lot of ways. 
                                              (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14,  Female, 2011, 60-65yrs,  Data: 38.56) 
 
 [referring to online forums] …for people who do struggle with the same sort of things as I 
do [she suffers from depression and social anxieties] to be able to get their opinion out there 
without it meaning that they have to be put in an uncomfortable, unsafe feeling situation and 
yeah I think that being in the public eye that a lot of people like myself shy away from for 
one reason or another.  
                                              (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14,  Female, 2011, 60-65yrs,  Data: 36.22) 
 
298 
 
I feel that it [the Internet] can go a little further than an actual physical meeting because you 
can talk and you're able to voice your opinions because you’re not being cut off by other 
people verbally 
                                                   (‘Suzie’, Interview, 1,  Female, 2011,  35-40yrs, Data: 21.59) 
 
Some of the residents mightn’t feel comfortable like coming up and talking about it [a 
resident issue of concern or interest] to someone else like knocking on their door and having 
a discussion about it or whatever but they might feel a lot more comfortable about putting it 
online and getting answers off other people as to whether their having a similar problem or 
what they've done. 
                                                    (‘Jill’, Interview 4,  Female, 2012,  55-60yrs, Data: 2-12.25) 
 
 
 
Theme J/2: Resident Issues with the Internet 
 
If you can afford it [the Internet] yes. You are cutting a lot of people out [if tenant 
participation processes are online] …elite group of techno people. [And]  
                                                (‘Ingrid’, Interview 8,  Female, 2011,  55-60yrs, Data: 31.27) 
 
…social media like Facebook and email which is automatically synched to my phone so I 
just go to the library and as soon as I walk in the door and say hello my phone is already 
downloading my email and all that sort of stuff. I can open it up read all my mail and do all 
of my banking [and] all that sort of stuff. Twenty-four-seven basically outside the library. No 
point in me having the expense at home when I can get it, 24/7 free. 
                                           (‘Peter’, Interview, 10,  Male, 2012,  45-50yrs, Data: 2-09.40) 
 
…a lot of us don't have the Internet on. 
                                             (‘Ingrid’, Interview 8,  Female, 2011,  55-60yrs, Data: 07.45) 
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Peter however, did express concerns about his use of the library computers for the Internet. 
He reported he experienced:  …anxiety if numbers get too high here.  
                                                    (‘Peter’, Interview, 10,  Male, 2011,  45-50yrs, Data: 49.50) 
 
…only get ninety minutes at the library   
                                                 (‘Ingrid’, Interview 8,  Female, 2011,  55-60yrs, Data: 07.75) 
 
Well I don't think the Internet does [provide a better way to engage] until everybody here 
gets the Internet.  
                                             (‘Peter’, Interview, 10,  Male, 2012,  45-50yrs, Data: 2-20.35) 
 
Richard sited ‘Internet access for the whole complex’ as one tenant participation issue he 
would like to see pursued.  
                                              (‘Richard’, Interview 5,  Male, 2011, 60-65yrs,  Data: Q3) 
 
If I was in government I’d make it a priority to get housing tenants with free high speed, low 
cost Internet. $5 a month, some filtering …not porn …for the children …and this is the big 
issue …just making a bigger class divide by keeping those who are poor away from the 
technologies of tomorrow. 
                                        (‘Peter’, Interview, 10,  Male, 2012,  45-50yrs, Data: 2-20.35) 
 
Have a collective where …I've discussed this with my neighbours. I've said look I'd love to 
have high speed Internet and Wi-Fi. I don't even need to have cable. Well how about we get 
together and we pay $5 a week each? 
                                         (‘Peter’, Interview, 10,  Male, 2012,  45-50yrs, Data: 2-22.18) 
 
…not everyone has the Internet. Can't see Sam [a resident they knew] getting on the net can 
you?   
                                     (‘Betty’, Interview, 2, Female, 2011, 55-60yrs, Data: 48.47, 9.10).  
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A lot of people like Tom don’t use the Internet. Mental illness and just no patience for it 
…can't concentrate.  
                                              (‘Peter’, Interview, 10,  Male, 2012,  45-50yrs, Data: 2-27.55) 
 
...not many other people who are in housing who are technologically literate ...But even if 
they do have Internet at home it's used for gaming. It's not really used as a tool for further 
education or further development of the community …just download porn that's what it's for 
isn't it?  
                                            (‘Peter’, Interview, 10,  Male, 2012,  45-50yrs, Data: 2-10.25) 
 
…but this is for me because I have a computer and I'm using all these social medias ...but 
most the tenants don't.  Tenants don't use net ... or maybe they do ... their children use?  
                                  (‘Helen’, Interview 6,  Female, 2011,  50-55yrs, Data: 20.38,  00.48) 
 
Rebecca stated that: (R9 08.45) Don't use the Internet really …not very often.  
                                          (‘Rebecca’, Interview 9,  Female, 2011,  50-55yrs, Data: 08.45) 
 
Anne from WCH also identified a possible age barrier …stating that she thought that older 
residents were:  ‘Not Internet savvy’ 
                                                         (‘Anne’ WCH, Female, 2011,  45-50yrs, Data: 05.57)  
 
I don't know how that [the Internet] would help the majority of elder tenants who can't use 
technology? 
                                            (‘Peter’, Interview, 10,  Male, 2011,  45-50yrs, Data: 51.00) 
 
It [the Internet] has good and bad side. Because when we have a meeting there is this human 
contact and humanity present but all this technology dehumanises society ...so this is down 
side... everything has good and bad side.  
                                  (‘Helen’, Interview 6,  Female, 2011,  50-55yrs, Data: 25.13) 
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…already belong to so many groups. Hard to remember all the passwords. 
                                      (‘Peter’, Interview, 10,  Male, 2011,  45-50yrs, Data: 52.00) 
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APPENDIX K  
RESIDENT DATA ON VILLAGE SUBJECTIVITIES 
 
Theme K/1: Village Overcomes Intimidation 
 
I really like the idea of being able to use the website to voice what I normally wouldn't have 
voiced if I'd gone to a meeting, you know. 
                              (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14,  Female, 2012, 60-65yrs,  Data: 2-30.55, 2-00.15) 
 
Instead of having to go to meetings and things like that, you're able to safely have a say 
without feeling pressured and concerned because of my high anxiety you like having to have 
discussions verbally with people where that makes me feel uncomfortable, but to go and get 
on the website put down my comment read what other people have commented ...I find that 
that's a lot safer for me to do. Therefore I'm having a say without having a say. 
                                                 (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14,  Female, 2011, 60-65yrs,  Data: 04.08) 
 
There's something about being in the comfort of your own home and you being comfortable 
to feel free to have a say …whereas I wouldn't be talkative like this in a meeting.   
                                                 (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14,  Female, 2011, 60-65yrs,  Data: 26.26) 
 
On the web you can type in what you’re feeling and what you want to say, but when you're 
looking at someone sometimes you feel that they don't listen to you. 
                                         (‘Rebecca’, Interview 9,  Female, 2012,  30-35yrs, Data: 2-10.00) 
 
The whole idea of airing my grievances online I guess it’s a bit less um ...not that I feel 
particularly confronted that often but I might hold back a little bit if I was face-to-face with 
...we all know the Internet people can feel more comfortable because you know you're kind 
of faceless. 
                                              (‘Rachel’, Interview, 13,  Female, 30-35yrs, 2011,  Data: 50.53) 
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To be able to just put it you know …get onto a website and type in what your fears are 
…even get comments from other people whether they are backing up what you're saying or 
maybe they have a different angle but because it is good to hear you know other people’s 
views and their angles on certain things because nothing’s black and white.  
                                                (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14,  Female, 2011, 60-65yrs,  Data: 37.50) 
 
I think too that if there is a meeting, issues can be overlooked because they’re taken over by 
somebody else who might be more vocal ...you know because I'm not real… I hate standing 
up and having a say. So for me to get on that [nodding at her computer] and have a say 
…and besides I've sent emails before, so, directly, so yeah. 
                                                     (‘Betty’, Interview, 2,  Female, 2011,  55-60yrs, Data: 5.02) 
 
I feel that it [the Internet] can go a little further than an actual physical meeting because you 
can talk and you're able to voice your opinions because you’re not being cut off by other 
people verbally ….although they can respond  in a very opinionated way online as well and 
so it depends how sensitive one chooses to be, even online you can choose to either take it on 
and take it personally, which people do and it can really hurt them, or you can just use it as a 
space to voice what you want to voice: your ideas, your opinions and just leave it at that. Or 
you can go into a discussion with someone who's being opinionated.  
                                                  (‘Suzie’, Interview, 1,  Female, 2011,  35-40yrs, Data: 21.59)   
 
More private in a way [i.e. an Internet platform]. I mean it's up there [on the net] for 
everyone to see but people feel more easy about it [expressing a thought or idea].’ 
                                                    (‘Jill’, Interview 4,  Female, 2011,  55-60yrs, Data: 15.15) 
 
Some people just don't know how to approach other people about something. 
                                                  (‘Jill’, Interview 4,  Female, 2011,  55-60yrs, Data: 15.35) 
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I do realise that there are some people that they can become isolated. So if they can have 
access to an Internet connection or something then they can start talking to other people… 
That's the good things about the web is that people get to talk to each other. Might not get to 
meet them but you can talk to them. 
                                             (‘Rebecca’, Interview 9,  Female, 2012,  30-35yrs, Data: 2-2.57) 
 
 
Data on this theme used in the thesis 
 
In the physical group I'll tend to just not say anything because they're talking so much and 
dominating the meeting that there's no way, I believe, there's no way I'm going to get it in 
and if I do they’re just going to negate it and just write it over with another idea that's so big 
and so loud that they’re not even going to hear me and neither is anyone else. Where if it's on 
Village, I've written it, I've typed it in and I've pressed that button and they can't delete it. 
Everyone else that wants to log into Village and read it, they can read it and they go: “oh 
[Suzie] really put a good point across there. Let’s explore that a little bit.”                                                 
                                              (‘Suzie’, Interview, 1,  Female, 2012,  35-40yrs, Data: 2-26.22) 
 
…as much as I was just sitting there by myself and about to type in things [on Village] and 
getting that uncomfortable feeling that: “am I saying the wrong thing, does my opinion even 
matter” …ah you know? ….all of those tapes from so many years back …but you know, you 
just think to yourself: “Well this is the safest way to do it, this is the safest way to have an 
opinion and yeah I am entitled to have an opinion.” So it's really actually done a lot in [for] 
me really ...like those insecurities I've had about having an opinion.   
                                          (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14,  Female, 2012, 60-65yrs,  Data: 2-30.55) 
 
It's [Village is] a way of having a voice when you haven't had a voice all your life … and this 
way I can safely have a voice. It's really great.  
                                            (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14,  Female, 2012, 60-65yrs,  Data: 2-18.05) 
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For one thing there would be interest in the Internet, and two it's an easy way to distribute 
information widely… 
                                                 (‘Harold’, Interview, 11,  Male, 2011,  70-75yrs, Data: 42.25) 
 
 
Theme K/2: Participation Worthiness - Safe Place to Find a Voice 
 
At first when I started using it [Village] I ... because I have an issue about myself and feeling 
that, as I've done all my life, that my opinion is not worth anything …but for some reason on 
that website using that [Village]  ...I mean at first I did feel a little bit like possibly no one 
will really worry about what my opinion is, but I found that that wasn't really true, that 
people were commenting. 
                                           (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14,  Female, 2012, 60-65yrs,  Data: 2 -, 11.10) 
 
So now I feel it's safe because now I've used it [Village] a few times and nothing adverse or 
terrible happened from doing it. It's given me the confidence to keep doing it. 
                                     (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14,  Female, 2012, 60-65yrs,  Data: 2 -, 12.13) 
 
I think it’s [Village] a place where you can feel safe having a say and getting the opinions of 
other people who use the website. 
                                        (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14,  Female, 2012, 60-65yrs,  Data: 2 - 03.46) 
 
I think it’s fantastic that …it's like having a discussion but taking your time over it  …and 
not have to rush through a meeting and remember to say that and blah, blah, blah and lucky 
if you get a voice anyway. Yeah this way it's much more relaxed which works for me 
because of my anxiety. Like the higher the stress in a room the higher the stress I have. This 
way I can sit and do my ever so slow typing and get my ...and become heard I think. 
                                            (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14,  Female, 2012, 60-65yrs,  Data: 2-17.18)  
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To be able to have your own say and then it takes its own path then and I feel okay that I've 
made my comment and I look forward to sort of coming back and reading maybe what other 
people have written. They might not of commented on it but that’s okay …it's still out there. 
                                     (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14,  Female, 2012, 60-65yrs,  Data: 2 -, 16.03)   
 
I'd be disappointed if it didn't continue because I feel that people like myself who struggle to 
be amongst a lot of people in meetings and things like that are still able to have a say and not 
feel intimidated and so I think it's an important thing to have.  
                                               (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14,  Female, 2011, 60-65yrs,  Data: 06.40) 
 
Whereas, if I said it in the group with those louder people a lot of those other quieter people 
wouldn't have heard it either. So it’s not getting heard where on Village it's there. Everyone’s 
going to read it now. My one point might take off and be the pivotal point that everyone’s 
been waiting for ...but I've been too quiet in a physical group to air that …to speak it myself 
because of my intimidation from the other stronger, louder people. 
                                        (‘Suzie’, Interview, 1,  Female, 2011,  35-40yrs, Data: 2-26.37) 
 
… the quieter ones can definitely have a say [on Village] without feeling intimidated or 
crushed ...or that their point isn't really important. 
                                               (‘Suzie’, Interview, 1,  Female, 2011,  35-40yrs, Data: 2-28.38)   
 
I think too that if there is a meeting, issues can be overlooked because they’re taken over by 
somebody else who might be more vocal ...you know because I'm not real ...I hate standing 
up and having a say. So for me to get on that [pointing to her computer] and have a say … 
and besides I've sent emails before, so, directly, so yeah. 
                                                (‘Betty’, Interview, 2,  Female, 2011,  55-60yrs, Data: 2- 5.02) 
 
There are three or four things that interest me that without Village I wouldn't bother with. 
                                            (‘Richard’, Interview 5,  Male, 2011, 60-65yrs,  Data: 2 - 37.20) 
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Theme K/3: Village Overcomes Inconvenience 
 
That would definitely be a good thing with a website you can put what you want to say there 
and anyone can see it …and you don't want to … listen to a whole lot of stuff you don't want 
to hear. 
                                                  (‘Jill’, Interview 4,  Female, 2012,  55-60yrs, Data: 2 - 3.00) 
 
I think that's [the Internet] the most convenient, the most appropriate, by appropriate I mean 
the best way to do it … like I'd rather do that then go and knock on everybody’s single door.  
                                                       (‘Jill’, Interview 4,  Female, 2011,  55-60yrs, Data: 16.11) 
 
It's a space for people to connect and realise that they might have the same issue as this 
person without having to be in the same space or being in their lives. 
                                            (‘Rachel’, Interview, 13,  Female, 30-35yrs, 2011,  Data : 54.33) 
 
Hubby comes home in the night or whatever and goes: “Something’s wrong. Oh, I’m getting 
on that ...I’m going to put it on [Village].”   …at the time …rather than, you know, they have 
to take time off work to go down and front or whatever …and women with children. Things 
like that. Yeah so if it's there and it’s in their house …what they're going to use is the 
Internet. 
                                               (‘Lois’, Interview, 15,  Female, 2012, 60-65yrs,  Data: 2-25.11) 
 
More people can access it [Village]. They can go whenever they like …like, 24hrs a day, 
they can go at what time suits them, it's convenient, like if you’ve got something else on you 
can go when you're not doing something else. 
                                            (‘Jill’, Interview 4,  Female, 2011,  55-60yrs, Data: 2 - 02.15) 
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…you could always have meetings as well if you wanted to …or particularly if [Wentworth] 
Community Housing [Wentworth Community Housing] wanted to. But I think this [Village] 
is a much better idea. As I've said in all the other ways it's much more helpful, more 
convenient, more people can say what they want to. 
                                               (‘Jill’, Interview 4,  Female, 2011,  55-60yrs, Data: 19.15) 
 
That’s the way it will go. People might not go to a meeting as much as they will [say] ‘I'll go 
on the computer’.  
                                         (‘Lois’, Interview, 15,  Female, 2011, 60-65yrs,  Data: 2 -, 23.40) 
 
I might wake up at, 1am in the morning and can't go back to sleep and have this amazing 
idea about a garden and how we could do certain things and I could just type it all in there 
and then the lady down in the other complex (or men, or whoever) can wake up in the 
morning while I'm still sleeping because I couldn't sleep the night before and go, wow that's 
brilliant and then spend the next hour putting in their ideas. 
                                             (‘Suzie’, Interview, 1,  Female, 2011,  35-40yrs, Data: 30.01) 
 
I think Village will become like Facebook in a sense where a group of people for no matter 
what sort of a group it is, if they have this sort of forum they can jump on there whenever 
they want. 
                                           (‘Suzie’, Interview, 1,  Female, 2011,  35-40yrs, Data: 31.46)   
 
We could decide to have a meeting this weekend say on Saturday at, 1pm …okay Saturday, 
1pm …ten people are coming. By Saturday, 1pm half of the complexes lives have gone in all 
different directions and you might end up with three people for whatever reason …or reasons 
that pop up. Where with Village I could go on there, I could type it all in and then when 
anyone else in the complex is ready to be part of it they can jump onto the computer and 
have their say and read what I have written you know…It can be a constant ongoing group 
where we can talk whenever it suits us.  
                                      (‘Suzie’, Interview, 1,  Female, 2012,  35-40yrs, Data: 2-29.01) 
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Data on this theme used in the thesis 
 
This [Village] is a much more civilised way of connecting with people you know. I don't 
have to knock on their doors and demand their attention when they are trying to attend to 
their kids if I've got something I want to discuss. I don't even have to talk about something 
that they're simply not interested in you know. I just put my interest out there [on Village] 
and if someone's interested we might do something about it you know. It's a much more 
civilized thing to do, much gentler. 
                                      (‘Richard’, Interview 5,  Male, 2012, 60-65yrs,  Data: 2-23.14) 
 
 
Theme K/4: Village Networked Neighbourhood 
 
I think Village has had an effect already and that's pretty dramatic for anything to have any 
effect, really, over such a short period of time. Twelve months [referring to the period 
covering the seven month Village trial] is a short period of time to feel a different dynamic in 
a community. 
                                             (‘Richard’, Interview 5,  Male, 2012, 60-65yrs,  Data: 2 - 34.25) 
 
I have noticed changes in the last twelve months [referring, again, to the period covering the 
seven month Village trial]. The changes have been atmospheric if you like ...I think. There 
seems to be a …it's very hard to put your finger on it - perhaps a calming or a more 
neighbourly feel to this complex here. Before the twelve months [before Village] we had a 
lot of things going for us but the interactions were a bit more formal or a bit more distant 
they were like you know if you met someone at the box [letterbox] then you had a formal 
responsibility to say good morning. It wasn't sort of, there was no real connection I didn't 
feel but, it might be just a personal thing but I just feel that there's a more natural connection 
between me and other people who live here, and there seems to be with interactions that I've 
noticed 
                                    (‘Richard’, Interview 5,  Male, 2012, 60-65yrs,  Data: 2 -, 1.00)   
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Before [before Village] it sort of felt …I felt quite powerless. If there was something that 
needed to be done then the only way you seemed to be able to do anything about it was to 
ring the maintenance line or... and then the ball was just in their court and they would either 
react to it or more often than not you wouldn't hear anything about it you know, nothing 
would …you'd get no reply and more often than not nothing would happen either …ever!  
                                              (‘Richard’, Interview 5,  Male, 2012, 60-65yrs,  Data: 2- 9.36) 
 
I've been very involved with Village and am confident of its importance. 
                                          (‘Richard’, Interview 5,  Male, 2012, 60-65yrs,  Data: 2 -, 21.00)   
 
I think the fact that people can recognise that they are doing something together …that's 
important, rather than just chatting at the letter box and all, complaining but not knowing 
whether anything is happening or not. 
                                         (‘Richard’, Interview 5,  Male, 2012, 60-65yrs,  Data: 2 -, 12.12) 
 
Village]…has opened up for me a chance to open up and socialise without feeling that 
pressure. 
                                   (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14,  Female, 2012, 60-65yrs,  Data: 2 -, 10.35) 
 
It's [Village] helped me a lot in that area [finding a voice] and I'm really even building on it 
now. Now I think about it, in even social areas - it's awesome.  
                                         (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14,  Female, 2012, 60-65yrs,  Data: 2 - 31.55)  
 
I feel like excited when I'm going to go down the library and use the computers and sit there 
and have a chat with people. 
                                          (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14,  Female, 2012, 60-65yrs,  Data: 2 -, 27.07) 
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I've been able to have conversations with my neighbour for instance about the path and I've 
been able to you know mention to her “have you seen the website [Village] and that it’s a 
great one to use.”  
                                   (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14,  Female, 2012, 60-65yrs,  Data: 2-24.35)   
 
Sometimes you curse electrical things when they fail you …or when they are too difficult 
…you know? Can I really get my head around that? But it's so good when you’ve got 
something like this [Village].    
                                     (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14,  Female, 2012, 60-65yrs,  Data: 2 -, 27.30) 
 
websites [Village] already made a big difference to my life.  
                                          (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14,  Female, 2012, 60-65yrs,  Data: 2 -, 14.54) 
 
People often feel alone in a lot of their …probably in our neighbourhood …where a lot of us 
live alone and things like that and I suppose if something was on the noticeboard [see Figure 
9.3] that applied to them in some way and then finding out that it applies to other people too, 
it brings things together. 
                                          (‘Rachel’, Interview, 13,  Female, 30-35yrs, 2012,  Data: 2-49.55)   
 
I see a lot of potential [in Village] cause, say, someone like [resident’s name deleted] who 
lives along, he drinks a lot …it would help him out so he’s not so isolated.  
                                                (‘Rebecca’, Interview 9,  Female, 2012,  30-35yrs, Data: 4.55) 
 
While you’re standing there by your letterbox you can look at it [Poster on the noticeboard – 
see Figure 9.4]. It gives everyone the chance to write down whatever their ideas are and to 
say give new ideas and find ideas. 
                                              (‘Rebecca’, Interview 9,  Female, 2012,  30-35yrs, Data:7.09) 
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What better proof have you got [of Village’s success] then those three people who had 
something [the path] fixed really quickly because they did stuff and put it on there [on 
Village]. I mean that just shows you, 100% how useful it can be.    
                                                        (‘Jill’, Interview 4,  Female, 2011,  55-60yrs, Data: 21.40)  
 
I see it [Village] as a good thing for the community. 
                                                 (‘Jill’, Interview 4,  Female, 2011,  55-60yrs, Data: 10.15) 
 
It was good to have like recipes on there [on Village], like some people might want to look 
them up and do something different. And I think I saw stuff about gardening as well. Or I 
saw it on the pamphlets that you had on the front at the letter boxes. And Ingrid next door 
was right into doing some of the gardening and all that. And so I think it [Village] is very 
beneficial in those ways .... cause it lets anybody who wants to know who's in the 
community, in our community here what's happening, what they can do, what they can 
participate in and just keeps them up to date with it. And it’s good also having the posters on 
the letter box [notice board] because anybody who doesn't use the computer can see them. 
Like they won’t get the full [range] of what's on the website but they will get …and maybe 
they can ask somebody about it or whatever. I do think it’s a very beneficial thing to keep 
going….  
                                                   (‘Jill’, Interview 4,  Female, 2011,  55-60yrs, Data: 06.30) 
 
I have seen notices on the board which seem quite you know? There a positive way to put a 
message across without being domineering or intruding and it has also opened an eye to the 
broader community. Because we live up the top and the notices that are on the board outside 
sort of grab peoples' attention for different community events that are happening around or 
something that could help our process with the garden to move along. Not only are the 
people here stopping and looking at that noticeboard, most people that walk past in the 
broader community will stop and read that as well. So that is one positive thing that has 
happened and there doesn’t have to be any verbal communication and anyone can put 
something up there that is a community event or something that they have come up with. But 
then it still leaves it there like you read it [a notice about an issue on the noticeboard] and  it 
might say “we really want to start this garden how would you like to come  to the meeting” 
and then it's that next step again  
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                                            (‘Suzie’, Interview, 1,  Female, 2012,  35-40yrs, Data: 2 -, 17.30)    
 
 
[Village] …helps people in the community to connect, or people who want to be part of the 
Village to connect and share ideas without having to meet one another or physically speak. 
You can connect through the site. 
                                       (‘Suzie’, Interview, 1,  Female, 2011,  35-40yrs, Data: 19.50) 
 
 
[Michelle from maintenance said]: “...we'll get something done if you can just get the other 
people [residents who share the aerial] to ring in.” and I thought: “NO!” ...I'm not going to 
go up because [name of neighbour] is very private and [other neighbour] wont ring anyone 
...I know this sounds bloody terrible but we're Department of Housing or whatever we are 
now, and some of them have got problems ...I have problems at the moment you know, and 
you’re asking me to go up and put pressure on them? No I'm not! I'd rather do without than 
go and put pressure on them. Not cause I'm scared of them or anything. I just don't want to 
do that. They're nice people they don't need me standing there: "Oh I want my TV fixed you 
have to ring" I'm not going to do it! 
                                               (‘Lois’, Interview, 15,  Female, 2012, 60-65yrs,  Data: 2-10.35) 
 
If it had been the television [poor TV reception issue being discussed on Village] even 
people who didn't have the Internet on would have been keenly noticing and discussing as a 
result of postings on the noticeboard …and discussions in Village that had been much more 
coordinated and instead of that issue dragging on for twelve months as it did …I'm pretty 
sure we would have got a similar reaction to the one we got with the footpath. It would have 
been fixed. That's what I reckon. 
                                            (‘Richard’, Interview 5,  Male, 2012, 60-65yrs,  Data: 2-19.55) 
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Theme K/5: Village Accountability 
 
I think the power of it being public, a public document, that's created when its posted on 
Village, the power of it in the example of the [path] crack is that Wentworth Housing doesn't 
know who's looking at it and even though only two or three people have been involved in the 
discussion about the crack it's public which means that everyone's got their eye on it and 
everyone can see weather Wentworth Housing is performing and is responding responsibly 
to the complaint. Holds everyone more accountable but in that instance holds Wentworth 
Housing more accountable. 
                                        (‘Richard’, Interview 5,  Male, 2012, 60-65yrs,  Data: 2-14.50) 
 
 
Everyone else will be on there [on Village] and they'll see it [the post about the issue] and 
it’s a record.  
                                          (‘Betty’, Interview, 2,  Female, 2012,  55-60yrs, Data: 2-07.40) 
 
The fact that people actually got together and were able to do something, instead of just 
saying that they were upset. For instance in the crack example, the footpath crack, we were 
able to actually get together and collaborate to take a photo and agree that it be posted and 
that we'd keep an eye on it and that sort of stuff, but before Village there was nothing to 
collaborate on. There was …you could say “well I'll go back and ring them up again” …but 
maybe you'd remember to do it maybe you wouldn't. Maybe it would be done maybe it 
wouldn't and there was no record. I think the record, the fact that you could see something 
coming even though it was a very small thing …that you could see some result of the 
conversation. You know the only result was that, say, there was a photo taken that was 
somewhat empowering and then there was a matter of record that was also empowering 
...and that was different from before when there was nothing to see from it. 
                                               (‘Richard’, Interview 5,  Male, 2012, 60-65yrs,  Data: 2-12.15) 
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…and you wonder how many calls [to the housing authority] and it could be jotted on a bit 
of scrap paper that got actually thrown out at the end of the day  …but this way it's all there 
[up on Village]. I think it’s great. 
                                      (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14,  Female, 2012, 60-65yrs,  Data: 2-21.45) 
 
It's just given a little more power to us the tenants. The people who are living in here and 
wanting to know what's happening. 
                        (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14,  Female, 2012, 60-65yrs,  Data: 2-21.45, 2-23.00) 
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APPENDIX L  
RESIDENT DATA ON DEPENDENCY SUBJECTIVITIES 
 
Theme L/1: Dependency 
 
…I tend to be more vocal and stick it right back in their face and thank them: "thanks for 
working, you know, your taxes mean I get to live in a house.”  People don’t like that.  
                                         (‘Peter’, Interview, 10,  Male, 2012,  45-50yrs, Data: 2-40.58) 
 
I wish there was someone they could talk to that would advocate for them.  
                                              (‘Lois’ Interview, 15,  Female, 2011,  60-65yrs, Data: 0215) 
 
Yes I've locked myself in some nights - I just live here and don't concern myself with what 
goes on out there.  [and]   
There's a lot of new people but nobody's around.  
                              (‘Margarite’ Interview, 12,  Female, 2011,  60-65yrs, Data:  55.50, 26.35) 
 
I don't really know If I'd get in the way or if I'd be helping, I just stay out of the way.  
                                                            (‘Ben’, Interview 7,  Male, 2012, 18-25yrs, Data:  4.50) 
 
I couldn't be bothered going to any of them [meetings] …not that I've known when any have 
been on.  
                                             (‘Jill’, Interview 4,  Female, 2012,  55-60yrs, Data: 2 -, 20.35) 
 
To motivate people to do these things [any form of participation] now how do you do it? I 
can't see a way.   
                                             (‘Harold’, Interview, 11,  Male, 2011,  70-75yrs, Data:  06.20) 
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A lot don't want to go to meeting. ...people just didn't seem to be interested.  
                                            (‘Harold’, Interview, 11,  Male, 2011,  70-75yrs, Data: 2 - 04.12) 
 
…people are always coming and going and there probably has been some disruptive people 
living here...so they’re not sure of you. (00.30) Nobody here wants to get involved with each 
other.  
                                              (‘Lois’, Interview, 15,  Female, 2012, 60-65yrs,  Data: 01.22) 
 
I think that nobody wants to have anything to do with anybody - it's like ah... everybody 
wants to stick to themselves everyone’s just so full of fear of neigbours getting too close.  
                                          (‘Margarite’ Interview, 12,  Female, 2011,  60-65yrs, Data: 00.31) 
 
A lot of people here need someone that can talk for them.  
                                                (‘Lois’, Interview, 15,  Female, 2012, 60-65yrs,  Data: 00.20) 
 
Even if a war broke out they [residents] probably wouldn't be interested 90% of em, unless 
there's a bomb on the side of the house.  
                                          (‘Harold’, Interview, 11,  Male, 2012,  70-75yrs, Data: 2-05.25)  
 
When my children were young we sort of mingled and got to know each other but that hasn't 
been that way for a long time.  
                                     (‘Margarite’ Interview, 12,  Female, 2011,  60-65yrs, Data: 00.15) 
 
I wish there was someone they could talk to that would advocate for them.  
                                               (‘Lois’, Interview, 15,  Female, 2011, 60-65yrs,  Data: 02.15) 
 
Seeing as Wentworth [community housing] is a charity why aren't they making available 
places where you can go for vouchers for electricity or if you’re short on money for food. 
why aren't they making that available to the tenants? 
                                                   (‘Betty’, Interview, 2,  Female, 2011,  55-60yrs, Data: 8.08) 
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Again there was momentum build up and then all of a sudden it stalls because it was very 
much organisation led …..  
                                                      (‘Anne’ WCH, Female, 2011,  45-50yrs, Data: 29.05)   
 
It would only be less threatening to people here if people here were empowered and people 
here aren't empowered. 
                                                (‘Peter’, Interview, 10,  Male, 2012,  45-50yrs, Data: 2-39.57) 
 
Waterloo Redfern area a lot of them banded together to make sure that the renovations were 
done right. In those days, probably 70s 80s, people were a bit more militant than they are 
now to say that they weren't happy with something.  
                                              (‘Lois’, Interview, 15,  Female, 2012, 60-65yrs,  Data: 2-29.50) 
 
 
 
Data on this theme used in the thesis 
 
I'm a liability because I don't produce anything but I cost money.  
                                            (‘Peter’, Interview, 10,  Male, 2011,  45-50yrs, Data:   32.10) 
 
Without a resolution …it seems to me that it will be inevitable that people like me will just 
use their home as a place to sleep – it is all too difficult and unrewarding as it stands.  
                                                 (‘Richard’, Interview 5,  Male, 2012, 60-65yrs,  Data:  Q3)   
 
These are issues [mulch, security lighting] that we shouldn't have to be chasing. These are 
things that they should be automatically supplying anyway. Between them [WCH] and 
housing [Housing NSW] they should be working this out  
                                               (‘Betty’, Interview, 2,  Female, 2012,  55-60yrs, Data: 2 - 8.33) 
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Never going to get them to comply with each other …like you would never going to  
get next door to get out there and garden ...and you’re going to get tenants who aren’t 
interested in that.  
                                                    (‘Betty’, Interview, 2,  Female, 2011,  55-60yrs, Data:  4.50) 
 
These are issues [mulch, security lighting] that we shouldn't have to be chasing. These are 
things that they should be automatically supplying anyway. Between them [WCH] and 
housing [Housing NSW] they should be working this out 
                                               (‘Betty’, Interview, 2,  Female, 2012,  55-60yrs, Data: 2 - 8.33) 
 
.I know this sounds bloody terrible but we're department of housing, or whatever we are 
now, and some of them have got problems ...I have problems at the moment …  
                                                (‘Lois’, Interview, 15, Female, 2012, 60-65yrs, Data: 2-10.25). 
 
People that I talk to, a lot of them are women on their own and they feel like they don't have 
any power to do anything anyway ...so they just accept things and crawl back into their 
[home] and close the door.  
                                             (‘Lois’, Interview, 15,  Female, 2012, 60-65yrs,  Data: 1.55) 
 
...at the end of the day a lot of tenants in houso are probably mentally ill or old, you know, 
whatever, so I think they bank on people being a bit stupid and not knowing what their rights 
are  
                                            (‘Rachel’, Interview, 13,  Female, 30-35yrs, 2012,  Data:  39.28) 
 
People are in housing [Social housing] because they have a problem ...I don't know what I'd 
come up against.  
                                           (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14,  Female, 2012, 60-65yrs,  Data: 11.04) 
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...pretty disempowered. Tendency is to rely on someone else to recognise a need and provide 
a service rather than to make anything happen. …not much happens, just sleep eat and TV.  
                                               (‘Richard’, Interview 5,  Male, 2011, 60-65yrs,  Data:  Q6) 
 
I used to go to meetings out at Richmond [local housing office] they were expecting two or 
three hundred only six would show up. I don't know, you can't do nothing about it.                                       
                                        (‘Harold’, Interview, 11,  Male, 2011,  70-75yrs, Data: 2-07.10) 
 
They don't give Department of Housing or community based housing to anybody. You have 
to fit a certain criteria and that criteria is seen as a safety net. So really you're at a point in 
your life where you need support, so putting on more responsibility .... [Implying residents 
are not positioned to take responsibility]  
                                                 (‘Peter’, Interview, 10,  Male, 2011,  45-50yrs, Data:  44.10) 
 
We really do have to look after the most vulnerable people and it is community housing, they 
should be supported. 
                                       (‘Lois’ Interview, 15,  Female, 2012,  60-65yrs, Data: 2-28.56) 
 
 
 
Theme L/2: Disempowered Participation 
 
You could see the shoulders drop the head drop it was real distress in their body positioning 
... and of course you know Department of Housing [Housing NSW] and Community 
Housing [WCH] tried, were trying to be upbeat and polite but they were at the same time 
ruthless cause they really didn't care about the wellbeing of the tenants um ... they were 
pushing through this agenda without consultation.                                                                                
                                           (‘Peter’, Interview, 10,  Male, 2011,  45-50yrs, Data: 05.31) 
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We were forced unlawfully with threats of eviction. [and] 
…[a] tenant in community housing has requested to go back to DoH [Housing NSW] .... 
contract signed under duress and not valid. They all are but because we are pensioners we 
don't have the capacity to take it to court.  
                    (‘Peter’, Interview, 10,  Male, 2011,  45-50yrs, Data: 09.16,  00.36, 2-29.45) 
 
...there's no question that it [transfer to WCH] is a choice but I could stick a gun to your head 
and say you can do A or B it's still a choice. It's your choice. The point is there's a gun to 
your head.  
                                              (‘Peter’, Interview, 10,  Male, 2011,  45-50yrs, Data: 09.16) 
 
We really didn't have a choice because if we wanted to stay we had to sign over. There was 
no choice. [and]  
I don't know if the lease is the same. They said it was but nothing on record.  
                                    (‘Betty’, Interview, 2,  Female, 2012,  55-60yrs, Data: 2-27.30, 29.50) 
 
…we were told that you either sign over or you run the risk of being kicked out. [and]  
I had to deal with a lot of fear. Fear of being evicted if I didn't sign over.  
                           (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14,  Female, 2012, 60-65yrs,  Data: 2-29.40, 2-32.00) 
 
Data on this theme used in the thesis 
 
Well it wasn't really a meeting was it? It was set up to be a meeting but it was them telling us 
“oh well if you don't sign up you'll have to move back down to the riff [riff-raff plains 
area]”. I left as soon as ... I went and signed my thing and I went: ‘I'm out of here’, because it 
just didn't seem like they were there to welcome us into a fold or anything. They just needed 
signatures and I thought I'm not about to start voicing concerns about anything, cause these 
people are people in suits who probably we'll never see again, and we've never seen them 
again. 
                                          (‘Rachel’ Interview, 12,  Female, 2011,  30-35yrs, Data: 39.28) 
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The way they went about it caused a lot of people in the room to stress. You could see the 
physical responses, the body language of distress, and then probably a third of them then 
voiced that.  
They were pushing through this agenda with absolute disregard for anything the tenants said. 
If a tenant raised a question they pretty much just you know, um, fobbed them off and went 
‘next’. Never really answered any of the questions.   
                                           (‘Peter’, Interview, 10,  Male, 2011,  45-50yrs, Data: 05.25,  5.40) 
 
It would only be less threatening to people here if people here were empowered and people 
here aren't empowered. 
                                                (‘Peter’, Resident, 10,  Male, 2012,  40-45yrs, Data: 2-39.57) 
 
... at the end of the day a lot of tenants in houso [social housing] are probably mentally ill or 
old you know whatever. So I think they bank on people being a bit stupid and not knowing 
what their rights are. 
                                             (‘Rachel’ Interview, 12,  Female, 2011,  30-35yrs, Data: 39.28) 
 
…and once again you walk out thinking you know it's exactly what I've always thought: that 
I don't have a voice that I'm not entitled to have a say. People don't want to hear me. 
                                           (‘Ruby’, Interview, 14,  Female, 2012, 60-65yrs,  Data: 2-19.27) 
 
The whole process is about disempowerment and about keeping people in their place and 
having them feel disempowered and keeping them under wraps so that they keep their 
mouths shut and they be fuckin’ grateful for what they get … and they don't rock the boat. 
Otherwise they're just going to get shat on. And this is supposed to be a democracy and 
human life is supposed to have any value? ...pah! 
                                               (‘Peter’, Resident, 10,  Male, 2011,  40-45yrs, Data: 2-39.37) 
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APPENDIX M SWICH CONCEPT OUTLINE 
 
 
 
Where people are alienated by market 
forms of housing and work, SWICH 
(Sustainable Work in Community 
Housing) seeks to provide a very 
different sort of opportunity. 
 
 
 
For those who would choose it, SWICH will provide a way to work to secure housing, food 
and other basic needs. 
 
With on-site TAFE training, participants would learn roles in building and maintaining their 
public rental housing, grow fresh food and participate in many other forms of self-help 
productivity, such as furniture recycle and repair and sharing of resources. 
 
In this way, SWICH directly responds to the broader call for more 'active' forms of social 
policy, and a move away from passive forms of welfare dependency.  
 
Who Might Participate 
Among the unemployed and those eligible for government housing, there are three broad 
groups  
1) The greater majority, who would most likely not be interested in SWICH, and so will not 
choose it.  
2) Among those who do choose it, for many, the new skills and opportunities SWICH 
provides will help serve as a stepping-stone into paid work & private housing.  
3) For some others who choose it, SWICH will provide a long-term option for their housing 
and participation.  
 
For this third group, SWICH would provide an active and productive alternative to long-term 
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welfare dependency. For unemployed SWICH residents who are over fifty-five and below 
the pension age, a formal 15 hour weekly commitment to neighbourhood work is already an 
option for fulfilling Centerlink's requirements for voluntary work for the dole 
(see: http://guides.dss.gov.au/guide-social-security-law/3/2/9/130).  
This existing policy setting means that by participating in SWICH activities these residents 
would be able to earn the dole as an ongoing participation income. If over fifty-fives can 
demonstrate the value of this participation we are hoping that this will be a voluntary work 
for the dole policy setting that will be spread to those who might choose it, and who are 
under fifty-five. 
 
SWICH CORE VALUES 
Social Justice 
At the core of its social justice perspective, SWICH believes that access to land, to build 
shelter, grow food and meet other basic needs is perhaps one of the most basic of all human 
rights. After all, land, like air and water, is part of all of our natural heritage.  
 
For those feeling alienated by paid work and private housing, SWICH attempts to provide a 
new way forward - one which offers those involved real integrity by putting them back in 
contact with land and the skills they need to collaboratively reengage with meeting some of 
their own basic needs. Where welfare can entrench dependency and is often stigmatized, this 
path could restore self-reliance, economic validity and integrity. In this way SWICH 
broadens the parameters of social inclusion by giving people an engagement option that does 
not rely on their success in the competitive housing and employment market, or commit 
them to dependency. 
 
Sustainability 
If everyone is to enjoy the benefits of a modern lifestyle, Dr. Ted 
Trainer from NSW University says that a much greater emphasis 
on local community development is needed.  
 
Trainer (2010) states that many people could find a sustainable, high quality lifestyle by 
working in their local neighbourhood, organising and providing many of the things now 
done for us by specialists and bureaucracies. Beyond just being a less wasteful place, Trainer 
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also believes that localisation could turn dry suburbs into productive, culturally and 
environmentally rich village communities. 
 
There is a wealth of reputable research that points to the need for active neighbourhoods for 
social, environmental and economic reasons. The question is how can we create such a 
neighbourhood when we are all forced into market production and consumption just to pay 
the rent or mortgage.   
SWICH has a unique way of overcoming this barrier to sustainable neighbourhoods by 
restoring urban commons for sustainable housing and work for those who have found 
themselves alienated by market conceptions of housing and work. 
 
